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LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECT
APPENDIX A
NATURAL RESOURCES

This appendix contains technical information and methodologies
concerning the natural resources of the study area. The appendix
consists of nine separate sections. Section A.l contains an
alphabetized list of common and scientific names of plants and animals
discussed in the report. Section A.2 contains the correspondence with
the US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service
concerning endangered and threatened species which might occur in the
study area. Section A.3 contains the methodology used to determine

future-with and future-without project for fishery production.

Section A.4 contains the methodology used to determine future-with and

future-without project for habi tat acreages. Section A.5 contains the
State of Louisiana Water Quality Certificate. Section A.6 contains
the Archeological Appendix to the report. Section A.7 contains the
Recreational Appendix to the report. Section A.8 contains a table
listing fur catch and value by marsh type. Section A.9 contains a

table listing Primary Ambient Air Quality Standards for Louisiana.
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A.l. LIST OF COMMON AND SCIENTIFIC NAMES OF PLANTS AND ANIMALS e

A.l.1. This section contains an alphabetized list (Table A.l.l.) of the

common names of plants discussed in the report with corresponding

scientific names. The list is taken from Montz (1975 a, 1975 b,

1981).

TABLE A.1l.l.

LIST OF COMMON AND SCIENTIFIC NAMES OF PLANTS

Common Name

Scientific Name

Baldcypress
Bulltongue
Bullwhip
Crabgrass
Cyperus

Deer pea

Dwarf spikerush
Duckpotato
Eastern baccharis
Floating waterprimrose
Giant cutgrass
Goldenrod

Green ash
Hackberry
Jointgrass

Live oak
Marshelder
Marsh mallow
Oystergrass
Palmetto

Red maple
Saltgrass

Taxodium distichum

Sagittaria falcata

Scirpus californicus

Digitaria spp.

Cyperus spp.
Vigna luteola

Eleocharis parvula

Sagittaria latifolia
Baccharis halimifolia

Ludwigia peploides

Zizaniopsis miliaceae

Fraxinus pennsylvanica

Celtis laevigata

Paspalum vaginatum

Quercus virginiana

Iva frutescens

Hibigcus lasiocarpus

Spartina alterniflora

Sabal winor
Acer rubrum

Distichlis spicata
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TABLE A.1.1. (CONTINUED)

LIST OF COMMON AND SCIENTIFIC NAMES OF PLANTS

Common Names

Saltmarsh morning glory
Saltmarsh pluchea
Smartweed

Southern cattail
Sweetgum

Tupelogum

Virginia willow

Walters millet
Waxmyrtle

Wiregrass

Scientific Names #
o

Ipomoea sagittata 1

Pluchea purpurascens

Polygonum spp.

Typha domingensis

Liquidambar styraciflua

Nyssa aquatica

Itea vigg}nica

Echinocloa walteri

Myrica cerifera

Spartina patens
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S A.1.2. LIST OF COMMON AND SCIENTIFIC NAMES OF ANIMALS

This section contains an alphabetized list (Table A.l1.2.) of the
common names of animals discussed in the report with corresponding
scientific names. The following taxonomic sources were used: Eddy
and Underhill (1978); Robins (1980); Pennak (1978); Lowery (1974a);
Lowery (1974b); and Conant (1975),
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Anmphipods Amphipoda
~ L%,
::::::. Blue crabs Callinectes sapidus
O Brown shrimp Penaeus aztecus
i ‘ Chironomids Chironomidaey
::-:::'. Clams Pelecypoda-l-/
Mev Crawfish Astacidaed/
L Grass shrimp Palaemonetesi/
= Isopods Isopoda~
;':.-f. Mysids Mys idaceal!
::'_:- Polychaete worms Po lychaeta.y
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ey Tubificid worms Tubificidaed’
4 White shrimp Penaeus setiferus
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TABLE A.l1.2. (CONT.)

FISH
Common Name Scientific Name
Alligator gar Lepisosteus spatula
Atlantic croaker Micropogonias undulatus
Atlantic threadfin Polydactylus octonemus
Bay anchovy Anchoa mitchilli
Bay whiff Citharichthys spilopterus
Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus
Channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus
Freshwater drum Aplodinotus grunniens
Gizzard shad Dorosoma cepedianum
Golden shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas
Gulf menhaden Brevoortia patronus
Hardhead catfish (sea catfish) Arius felis
Largemouth bass Micropterus salmoides
Largemouth buffalo Ictiobus cyprinellus
Longnose gar Lepisosteus osseus
Longnose killifish Fundulus similis
Mosquitofish Gambusia affinis
Red drum Sciaenops ocellatus
Sailfin molly Poecilia latipinna
Sand seatrout Cynoscion arenarius
Sheepshead Archosargus probatocephalus
Sheepshead minnow Cyprinodon variegatus
Smallmouth buffalo Ictiobus bubalus
Southern flounder Paralichthys lethostigma
Spot Lelostomus xanthurus
Spotted seatrout Cynoscion nebulosus
Striped mullet Mugil cephalus
Threadfin shad Dorosoma petenense
Tidewater silverside Menidia penninsulae
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REPTILES

Common Name Scientific Name

American alligator Alligator mississipiensis

Frogs Anura.l—/

Turtles Testudinesl/
( , . Snakes Serpentesg/
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TABLE A.1.2.

BIRDS

(CONT.)

Common Name

Scientific Name

American bittern
American coot
American goldfinch
American kestrel
American widgeon
American woodcock
Barn owl
Black-necked stilt
Blue jay
Blue-winged teal
Cardinal

Cattle egret
Clapper rail
Common moorhen
Common snipe

Crow

Eastern bluebird
Fastern meadowlark
Gadwall
Green-winged teal
Heron

Ibis (white)

King rail

Lesser scaup
Mallard

Mottled duck

Mourning dove

Northern pintail

Botaurus lentiginosus

Fulica americana

Spinus tristis tristis

Falco sparverius

Mareca americana

Philohela minor

Alba pratincola

Himantopus mexicanus

Cyanocitta cristata

Anas discors

Richmondena cardinalis

Bubulicus ibis

Rallus longirostris

Gallinula chloropus cachinnans

Capella gallinago delicata

Corvus brachyrhynchos

Sialia sialis

Sturnella magna

Anas strepera

Anas carolinensis

Ardeidae 3/

Rallus elegans

Aythya offinis

Anas platyrhynchos

Anas fulvipula

Zenaldura macroura

Anas acuta tzitzihoa
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TABLE A.l.2.

BIRDS

(CONT.)

Common Names

Scientific Names

Northern Shoveler
Red-tailed hawk
Ring-necked duck
Sora

Vulture

Wood duck
Woodpecker

Spatula clypeata

Buteo jamaicensis

Aythya collaris

Porzana carolina

Cathartes aura

Aix sponsa
3/

Picidae <

A
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TABLE A.1.2. (CONT.)
i~ MAMMALS

Common Names Scientific Names

Eastern cottontail rabbit Sylvilagus floridanus alacer
Fox squirrel Sciurus niger subauratus

Gray squirrel Sciurus carolinensis fuliginosus
Marsh rice rat Oryzomys palustris texensis
Mink Mustela vison vulgivaga
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus rivalicius
Nine-banded armadillo Dasypus novemcinctus Mexicanus
Nutria Myocastor coypus bonariensis
Opossum Didelphis virginiana

Raccoon Procyon lotor megalodous

River otter Lutra canadensis lataxina
Swamp rabbit Sylvilagus aquaticus aquaticus
White~tail deer Odocoileus virginianus
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A A.2. ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES
W;' This section contains the correspondence between the New Orleans
‘ District, Corps of Engineers; the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS);
:}f and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). As mandated by Section
.f: 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act Amendments of 1978, the FWS and
- NMFS were requested to provide information concerning endangered or
- threatened species which might occur in the project and mitigation
ﬂff areas. Data provided by each agency indicated that no endangered or
K threatened species is likely to occur in either area. Thus, this
correspondence concludes our responsibilities under Section 7(c).
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;; April 13, 1983 . |
R IN REPLY REFER TOs : |
- Planning Dlv(sioﬁ i

- Environmental Analys{s Branch

-

¥r. Dennis B. Jordan, Field Supervisor
U. S. Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

Jackson Mall Office Center

300 Woodrow Wilson Avenue, Suite 3185
Jackson, M{ssi{ssippi 39213

Dear Mr. Jordang

In accordance with Section 7(c) of The Endangered Specfes Act Amendments
of 1978, we are requesting Information concerning threatened and/or endanggred
species that may occur within the vicinity of the Larose to Golden Meadow
hurricane protection project - mitigation area, located in Lafourche and
Terrebonne Par{shes, Louisiana. (See enclosure 1.)

The proposed mitigation plan was developed after our {nitfal coordination
with your agency (letter dated June 1, 1981). The mitigation plan would
consist of the construction of a 7-mile-long, earthen levee and three water
control structures within the Pointe au Chien Wildlife Management Area.

These structural measures are expected to curtafl further wetland habitat
degradation in the mitigation area due to saltwater intrusion.

There are 4,497 acres of wetland habitat in the proposed mitigation
area. Of this total, 2,243 acres are fresh/intermediate marsh. The vegetation
in th¢Gmarsh type includes bull-tongue, cyperus, wiregrass, Pluchea, dwarf
spikerush, saltgrass, deerpea, and saltmarsh morning glory. There are 804
acres of brackish marsh which are dominated by wiregrass and saltgrass.
The remafning 1,450 acres consist of open water scattered throughout the
proposed mitigation area.

J

Please provide us with a list of endangered and threatened species
and species proposed for listing which may occur in the project mitigation

area,
i Sincerely,
ORIGINAL Staived b )
Cletis R. Wagahoff
Chief, Planning Division -
Enclosure : \ R

Similar letter sent to Charles A. Oravetz/National Marine Fisheries Service )
St. Petershyre Flarida {

A-14
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
JACKSON MALL OFFICE CENTER

300 WOODROW WILSON AVENUE, SUITE 3185
JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39213

N April 28, 1983

s

IN REPLY REFER TO:
Log no. 4-3-83-190

Mr. Cletis R. Wagahoff

Chief, Planning Division

New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Y T I A L e B T T )
; "-‘.'0‘.' o ,":'_,S-.' AN St

Dear Mr. Wagahoff:

;ﬂ; This responds to your letter of April 13, 1983, requesting endangered
. species information for the vicinity of the Larose to Golden Meadow
o hurricane protection project-mitigation area, located in Lafourche and
b Terrebonne Parishes, Louisiana.

- Our records indicate no endangered, threatened or proposed species, or

their Critical Habitat occurring in the project area. Therefore, no
further endangered species consultation will be required for this pro-
ject, as currently described.

If you anticipate any changes in the scope or location of this project,
please contact our office at 601/960-4900 for further coordination.

We appreciate your participation in the effort to protect endangered
species.

Sincerely yours,

)/ e
ennis B. Jordan
Field Supervisor
Jackson Endangered Species Office

cc: D, FWS, Washington, D.C. (AFA/OES)
RD, FWS, Atlanta, GA (AFA/SE)
ES, FWS, Lafayette, LA
Department of Wildlife & Fisheries
New Orleans, LA

......
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Southeast Region
9450 Koger Boulevard
St. Petersburg, FL 33702

April 11, 1983

Mr. Cletis R, Wagahoff

Chief, Planning Division

New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Mr, Wagahoff:

This responds to your April 1, 1983, letter rcquesting a list
of endangered/threatened species under our purview that may occur
in the vicinity of the Larose to Golden Mecadow hurricane protection
project-mitigation area, located in Lafourche and Terrcbonne Parishes,
Louisiana. Your request was made in accordance with Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973,

We have reviewed the proposed project and have determined that
no species of listed sea turtles or whales are likely to occur in the
proposed project area.

This concludes consultation responsibilities under Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, However, consultation should
be reinitiated if new information reveals impacts of the identified
activity that may affect listed species or their critical habitat,
a new species is listed, the identified activity 1s subsequently
modified or critical habitat determined that may be affected by the
proposed activity,

Sincerely yours,

e Orandd ™

Charles A, Oravetz, Chief
Protected Species Management Branch

cc:
FWS Jackson, MS

A-16
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) LMNPD-RE 9 June 1981

Mr. Gary Hickman

Area Manager

US Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

200 East Pascagoula St., Suite 300
Jackson, MS 39201

Dear Mr. Hickman:

In compliance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act
Amendments of 1978, we are requesting information concerning the
threatened and/or endangered species associated with the project,
Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection, located
in Lafourche Parish 1in southeast Louisiana (Inclosure 1).

Plans for the project include the construction of a floodgate on
Bayou Lafourche south of Golden Meadow, construction of the portions
of the levee remaining to be built on the west and east side of the
bayou, and proposed construction along alinements around Clovelly
Farms and the Louisiana Lands and Exploration area (showpin blue,
Inclosure 2).

The project area is primarily drained wetlands surrounded by inter-
mediate and brackish marsh, cypress-tupelogum swamp, and some
natural ridge forest.

Pleage provide us with a list of endangered and threatened speciles
and species proposed for listing which may occur in the project

area.
Sincerely,
CRAGINAT SIGNED PV

2 Inclosures JAMES F, ROY

As stated Chief, Planning Division

- - e -
-----------
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

200 EAST PASCAGOULA STREET, SUITE 300
JACKSQON, MISSISSIPPI 39201

July 1, 1981

IN REPLY REFER TO:
Log no. 4-3-81-147

Mr. James F. Roy

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers
LMNPD-RE

P.0. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Mr. Roy:

This refers to your letter of June 9, 1981, in which you requested
endangered species information for the area of the Larose to Golden
Meadow Hurricane Protection Project located in Lafourche Parish,
Louisiana.

Our data indicate that there are no endangered, threatened, or pro-
posed species likely to reside in the project area, and there is

no designated Critical Habitat in the vicinity of this project.
Therefore, no further endangered species coordination will be re-
quired for this project, as described. If you anticipate any
changes in project location or activities, however, please con~
tact our office for further coordination.

If you have any questions concerning this project, please contact
Fred Bagley of our staff, telephone number 601/960-4912 or FTS
490-4912.

We appreciate your participation in the effort to ensure the sur-
vival of endangered species.

Sincerely,

‘ \
/JZO@mﬂata é%h 2914@1~L
N i Gary L. Hickmén
b&ciL-1 O Area Manager
) .

cc: RD, FWS, Atlanta, GA (ARD-FA/SE
ES, FWS, Lafayette, LA
Department of Wildlife & Fisheries
New Orleans, LA

...... <o e o et s e "
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IMNPD-RE 12 October 1982

Mr. Charles A. Oravetsz

Chief, Marine Mammals and Endangered Species Branch
National Marine FPisheries Service

Southeast Region

9450 FKoger Blvd.

St. Petersburg, PL 33702 ‘ |

Dear Mx. Oravetz:

In accordance with Section 7(c) of ¥he Endangered Species Act Amendments of 1978,
we are requesting information concerning threatened and/or endangered species which
may occur within the vicinity of the larose to Golden Meadow Hurricane Protection
project, located in Lafourche Parish in Southeast Louisfana (Inclosure 1).

The project consists of the construction of a floodgate on Bayou Lafourche, south
of Golden Meadow, louisiana; construction of the portions of the levee remaining

to be built on the west and east side of the bayou; and proposed comstruction along
alinements around Clovelly Farms and loufsiana Lands and Exploration (Inclosure 2,
shown in blue).

The project area consists primarily of agricultural lands surrounded by intermediate
to brackish marsh, cypress—-tupelogum svamp, and some natural ridge forest.

Please provide us with a list of endangered and threatened species and species
proposad for listing which may occur in the project area.

Sincerely,

2UG'NAL SIGNED BY

2 Inclosures CLET1S R. WAGAROFF
as statad Chief, Planning Division
A-19
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Region s
9450 Koger Boulevard N
St. Petersburg, FL 33702

October 19, 1982 F/SER64 : AM

Mr. Cletis R. Wagahoff

Chief, Planning Division

New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160

Dear Mr. Wagahoff:

This responds to your October 12, 1982, letter regarding the Larose to
Golden Meadow Hurricane Protection project, located in Lafourche Parish,
Louisiana. You requested a list of endangered or threatened species under
our purview that may be found in the project area, as required by Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

We have reviewed the proposed project and have determined that no
species of listed sea turtles or whales are likely to occur in the proposed
project area. This concludes consultation responsibilities under Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. However, consultation should be
reinitiated if new information reveals impacts of the identified activity
that may affect listed species or their critical habitat, a new species is
listed, the identified activity is subsequently modified or critical habitat
determined that may be affected by the proposed activity.

The Fish and Wildlife Service should also be contacted for species
under their purview if you have not done so already.

Sincerely yours,

Ma.@w{f*

Charles A. Oravetz
Chief, Marine Mammals and Endangered |
Species Branch

cc:
FWS, Jackson, MS
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A.3. METHODOLOGY FOR FISHERY IMPACT ANALYSIS

A.3.1. This discussion explains the methodology used to determine the
estimated fishery harvest contributed by the marsh habitat in the
project area. The estimated harvest in the future-without project is
compared to the estimated harvest in the future-with the different

alternatives.

A.3.2. The area to be impacted lies within Hydrologic Unit IV, as
defined by Chabreck (1972). Recent studies (Ader, 1980) have shown
that the total acreage of marsh in Hydrologic Unit IV declined from
532,500 acres in 1956 to 406,000 acres in 1978. To estimate the
number of acres present in Hydrologic Unit IV in base year 1975, the
percent per year loss over the 22-year period was calculated based on
acreage of marsh present in 1956 and 1978. It was calculated that
total marsh acreage was being lost at 1.22 percent per year. Thus, in
base year 1975, there would have been 421,726 acres of marsh in

Hydrologic Unit IV.

A.3.3. Table A.3.1 provides a summary of the 1963-1978 average annual
commercial harvest and value of the major estuarine-~dependent

commercial fishes and shellfishes for Hydrologic Unit IV.

A.3.4. To determine fishery harvest per acre, Hydrologic Unit IV
average adjusted harvest data (302,950,000 pounds) was divided by the
total acres of marsh in Hydrologic Unit IV present in base year

1975. This calculation yields an average commercial harvest of 718

pounds per acre of marsh.

‘v
P
viat:

'
1

A.3.5. To determine value per acre, the average annual value reported

p

} for Hydrologic Unit IV ($75,130,000) was divided by adjusted harvest
;it data (302,950,000 1lbs.). This calculation yields an average

i: commercial harvest value of $0.25 per pound. This value multiplied by
S

i the pounds per acre (718 pounds/acre) of harvest yields dollars per

™~

X acre (5179.50).
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ey TABLE A.3.1.
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMMERCIAL HARVEST L/ AND VALUE OF M:70R
p . ' ESTUARINE-DEPENDENT FINFISHES AND SHELLFISHES ATTRIBUT - i.E TO
u HYDROLOGLIC UNIT IV (BARATARIA BAY), LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA
S
R SPECIES HYDROLOGIC UNIT IV
Menhaden 2/
Harvegy— 225.81
Value= 12.60
Shrimp
Harvest 4/ 23.23
Ad justed Harvest— 42.26
Value 45,05
Oyster
llarvest 5/ 4.05
Ad justed Harvest 10.13
Value 14.79
Croakepéj
Harvest 15.25
Value 0.82
Blue Crab
Harvest 3.56
Value 1.10
Seatrout
Harvest 2.70
Value 0.47
Spot
Harvest 2.88
Value 0.14
Red Drum
Harvest 0.36
Value 0.16
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TABLE A.3.1. (CONT.)

Total
Harvest 277.84
Ad justed Harvest 302.95
Value 75.13

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service landing records for the years 1963-
1978, compiled by New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers.

l/ Harvest refers to total recorded commercial catch of a particular species
from an area. The catch from offshore waters was assigned to inshore
areas based on the relative abundance of estuarine marsh habitat.

L’ Millions of pounds.

2/ Millions of 1981 dollars. Value for all species except oysters represents
running average of 1974-1978 exvessel prices brought to 1981 price levels
using the Consumer Price Index for food. Average price for oysters
calculated for period 1976-1980.

ﬁl. Reflects 200 percent increase of reported inshore landings, based on
surveys conducted by Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
(C.J. White, personal communication, letter dated April 23, 1979).
5/

=/ Reflects 150 percent increase of reported landings, based on Mackin and
Hopkins (1962) and Lindall et al. (1972).

é/ Includes food fish and industrial bottomfish. Quantities of croaker,
spot, and seatrout calcuiated after Lindall et al. (1972).




T T L) w b

A.3.6. Table A.3.2. shows the estimated pounds and dollar value of
the potential fishery harvest contributed by the marsh acreage in the

project area for each plan and tfuture-without project conditions.

A.3.7. Table A.3.3. shows the estimated pounds and dollar value of
the potential annual fishery harvest contributed by the marsh acreage
associated with Louisiana Land and Exploration Company and Clovelly
Farms under future-without project conditions. Under future-with
project for each farm, potential annual fishery harvest would be zero

by the year 1991.

A.3.8. This methodology is crude, and it is assumed that pounds per

acre and dollar value per acre remain constant, with only marsh

acreage being variable.
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TABLE A.3.2.
COMPARISON OF FUTURE-WITHOUT PROJECT TO FUTURE-WITH
PROJECT POTENTIAL ANNUAL FISHERY HARVEST
Marshl/ Harvest Value
Target Year Alternative (acres) (pound) (dollars)
1975 Base 1,938 1,391,484 347,871
Plan 1 (TSP) 1,938 1,391,484 347,871
Plan 2 1,938 1,391,484 347,871
Plan 3 1,938 1,391,484 347,871
Plan 4 1,938 1,391,484 347,871
Plan 5 1,938 1,391,484 347,871
1986 Fio2/ 1,669 1,198,342 299,585
Plan 1 (TSP) 1,100 789,800 197,450
Plan 2 1,146 822,828 205,707
Plan 3 1,144 821,392 205,348
Plan 4 1,197 859,446 214,861
Plan 5 1,141 819,238 204,809
1991 FWO 1,559 1,119,362 279,840
Plan 1 (TSP) 0 0 0
Plan 2 43 30,874 7,718
Plan 3 80 57,440 14,360
Plan 4 132 94,776 23,694
Plan 5 496 356,126 89,032
1996 FWO (TSP) 1,457 1,046,126 261,531
Plan 1 0 0 0
Plan 2 40 28,720 7,180
Plan 3 73 52,414 13,103
Plan 4 123 88,314 22,078
Plan 5 451 323,818 80,954
2026 FWO 969 695,742 173,935
Plan 1 (TSP) 0 0 0
Plan 2 27 19,386 4,846
Plan 3 42 30,156 7,539
Plan 4 82 58,876 14,719
Plan 5 258 185,244 46,311
i 2096 FWO 374 268,532 67,133
. Plan 1 (TSP) 0 0 0
- Plan 2 10 7,180 1,795
- Plan 3 13 9,347 2,333
o Plan &4 32 22,976 5,744
; Plan 5 81 58,158 14,539
» e ~' Refer tc Section A.4 for methodology used to determine marsh loss rate in
o roject area.
- 2/ “puture-Without Project.
:
®




AT YA T S it S A N AL SN AP - VLRV L L TSN e B O i i A E o A NP S A A B Ad i D DA 71
R L R T N e L . . . o« % . REILEN LA

TABLE A.3.3.

FUTURL=VLITHOUT PROJECT POTENTIAL ANNUAL FISHERY HARVEST FOR
CLOVLLLY FARMS AND LOUISIANA LANDS AND EXPLORATION (LL&E)

Target Year Farm Segment Marsh Harvest Value
(acres) (pounds) (dollars)
1975 Clovelly Farms 110 79,090 19,745
1986 88 63,272 15,796
1991 80 57,520 14,360
1996 73 52,487 13,103
2026 42 30,198 7,539
2096 13 9,347 2,333
1975 LL&E 54 38,826 9,693
1986 46 33,074 8,257
1991 43 30,917 7,718
1996 40 28,760 7,180
2026 27 19,413 4,846
2096 10 7,180 1,795
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);E§ A.4. METHODOLOGIES FOR TABLE A.4.l., “COMPARISON OF FUTURc-JWITHOUT
) PROJECT HABITAT ACREAGES TO FUTURL-wITH PROJECT ACREAGES”

L

ﬁkh A.4.1. Five natural habitat types [fresh/intermediate marsh, brackish
:¥i$ marsh, open water, wooded swamp, and bottomland hardwoods (BLHW)]

Efa: could be impacted by the project alternatives. Three new habitat

-'). types (levee, pasture, and residential/commercial) would be created as
ll;f a result of project activities. All habitat types were determined by
;::; using the Mississippi Deltaic Plain Region habitat mapping study

::3. (Wicker et al., 1980). After the pertinent habitat types were

{ .’ determined, the area of impact was planimetered from US Geological
t;?' Survey (USGS) 1:24000 quandrangle maps and project design maps for the
;%ﬂ: base year 1975. Corresponding habitat maps illustrating habitat

;fj. acreages for 1956 and 1978 were used to determine the without-project

habitat change for the 22-year period. The change of the habitat

types under consideration was converted to a percent change per

year. This percent change was used to predict the number of acres of

'i}, each natural habitat type which was present in the project area in

(_ 1975 and would be present until the year 2096 (100-year project

:{.f life). 1In calculating the projected habitat loss, a worst-case

lﬂii analysis was assumed. Based on calculated rates of habitat change

j;j- between the 1956 and 1978 habitat maps, fresh/intermediate marsh is

2 being lost at a rate of 3.22 percent per year. Total marsh is lost at

;}ﬁ an annual rate of 1.35 percent, which is also equal to brackish marsh

'n:_..

o loss per year. For comparative purposes, marsh loss rates were

.j:: obtained for the Barataria and Breton Sound Basins.l! Annual total

A marsh loss rates for these two basins were 1.12 and 0.66 percent per

jsz year, with fresh/intermediate marsh being lost at 2.56 and 2.89

ﬂiﬁj percent per year, respectively.

o

o

:_‘:-::

o

e

_.,'T Y Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana, "Freshwater Diversion to -
?{{ Barataria and Breton Sound Basins.™ US Army Corps of Engineers, S
A New Orleans District, Draft, March 1982, p. D-27-37.

o
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:;;} A.4.2. Based on the habitat maps for the study area, 60 percent of
FEE; e fresh/intermediate marsh lost became open water, and 40 percent became
u . brackish marsh. This trend would apply only to fresh/intermediate

marsh not inclosed by the project (Plans III, IV, & V) which would
undergo natural succession. Also, it was assumed (worst case) that as
fresh/intermediate marsh became brackish marsh, the same erosive
forces that were affecting the fresh marsh also would affect the newly
converted or existing brackish marsh. A 1.35 percent loss was
calculated, with the loss becoming open water. Those marsh acres
which would be inclosed by the project levee were calculated to be
lost as follows. Fresh/intermediate was lost at 3.22 percent per year
and total marsh was lost at 1.35 percent per year. To determine
brackish marsh for a given year, fresh marsh was subtracted from total
marsh for that given year and the difference was remaining brackish
marsh. Total marsh loss between target years was converted to open
water. This rationale applies for all plans through target year

1986. All inclosed marsh and open water (with the exception of borrow
pits) were assumed to be drained by 1991. About 84 percent was

converted to pasture and 16 percent to residential/commercial uses.

A.4.3. Total forest habitat was calculated to have a future-without
project lost rate of 1.49 percent per year and wooded swamp was lost
at 3.93 percent per year. Bottomland hardwood forest change was

computed by subtracting the number of acres of wooded swamp from the
number of total forest acres for that same target year. According to

the trends of forest loss, 84 percent was converted to pasture and 16

.
w oL NS .

. e

wha oW .

percent was converted to residential/commercial use. Forest habitats
:;l- not inclosed by the project were calculated at the same rate of loss
tiif as described above, throughout project life. 1In the case where total

forest (not inclosed) consisted only of bottomland hardwood forest

(Plans II and IV), the rate of loss was the same as total forest loss

naSahe At
“@n
-

(1.49%). Forest habitat inclosed by the project was assumed to

;ﬁfi undergo an accelerated rate of loss due to its desirability to local
h
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interest for residential and agricultural uses. The accelerated rate

loss was predicted to be double the rate loss for total forest and
wooded swamp. The accelerated rate loss was applied (2.98% tot::l

forest and 7.867% wooded swamp) for target years 1991 through 2096.

A.4.4. In Table A.4.1., the 1975 base condition represents 4,598
acres by habitat type located in the study area [the proposed project
alinement (Tentatively Selected Plan) and those areas expected to be
impacted due to inclosure & pumping]. For each alternative, the
number of acres which eventually would be affected over the life of
the project is shown. For example, Plan 2 includes the modified
General Design Memorandum (GDM) and Clovelly Farms alinement. With
this plan, there are 1,093, 791, 1,533, 141, and 721 acres of
fresh/intermediate marsh, brackish marsh, open water, wooded swamp,
and bottomland hardwoods, respectively. However, over the life of the
project, these acres would be lost, due to direct and secondary
project impacts (PL). Also represented are 319 acres which would be
affected by Plan 1 but not be affected by Plan 2, and which would
undergo natural change (NC). The 319-acre difference is due to the
deletion of LL&E farms from Plan 2. These acres are shown in the NC
category so that the study area is the same for each plan. Each
alternative is represented in this manner for each target year over

the life of the project through target year 2096.

A.4.5. Target years are significant dates in the project life based
upon estimates of construction time, assumptions of indirect project
impacts, and assumptions of the impact of drainage on wetland

succession.

o 1975: beginning of project

o 1986: completion of first 1lift

o 1991: completion of drainage of wetlands inside the
levee system (assume that pumping would begin

after completion of first lift and continue for

five years)
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o 1996: completion of all three project lifts
o 2026: near complete loss of wooded swamp due to draining
and clearing

o 2096: end of project life

A.4.6. By 1991, drainage of wet areas inside the levee system should
be complete. At this time, all inclosed marsh and waterbodies would
become pasture and residential/commercial. The inclosed forests would

decrease at the rates previously described.

A.4.7. Tables A.4.2. and A.4.3. show base condition, future-with
project and future-without project conditions for the Louisiana Land

and Exploration Company and Clovelly Farms.
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A.5. State Water Quality Certificate

This section contains the correspondence between the New Orleans
District, Corps of Engineers, and the Louisiana Department of Natural

Resources, Office of Environmental Affairs, Water Pollution Control

Division.
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\] April 8, 1983 .
IN REPLY REFER TO:

. Planning Division
s Environmental Analysi{s Branch

- Mr. J., Dale Givens, Administrator
‘f' Division of Water Pollutioa Control
o Office of Environmental Affairs

e P.O, Box 44066

e Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804

Dear Mr. Givens:

The U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District, intends to
perform dredge and £f1ill activities assoc‘aited with the Larose to Golden
SN Meadow hurricane protection project. The nroposed activities and the areas
e affected are documented in the enclosed P~t'ic Notice and Section 404 (b)(1)
Evalustion.

Copies of the four letteras received in response to the Public Notice
are also emclosed for your review. Issues raised by the three letters from
pipeline companies have been satisfactorily resolved by our Engineering
Division. The idea of water control structures raised in the letter from
Mr. Joseph Vincent of the Orlegns Audubon Society was originally proposed
by the New Orleans District, but rejected by the project local interests.
No letters were received from Federal agencles from which we {nfer cheir
approval of the proposed activities.

. Jl)l,l )1 ’

As concluded {n the Section 404 (b)(1l) Evaluation, no significant
adverse impacts on the enviromment or aquatic ecosystem would be expected
as a result of dredge and fill activitie.. We, therefore, request that
a state wacer quality certificate be issued for this work as required by
the 1977 amendments to the Clean Water Act.

NN

1.3

1f you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jeffrey Heaton at 838-1978

Sincerely, .

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

Cletis R. Wagahoff e
Chief, Planning Division o

o
- "'-.' - .-
ot Enclosures
U ’\ A
s A=42

Q. .
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:—'RAN}ER _sl!:g:{m;\ux DEPARTMENT OF NATLRAL RESOLRCES J. DALE GIVENS

B pORTER OF FICE OF EXVIRONVENT AL AF b AIRN NIETRATCS

Fle STANT ECHETARY WATER POLLUTION CONTEOL DIV IS 1ON

April 29, 1983 DNR 830414-06

Department of the Army
New Orleans District
Corps of FEngineers

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, La. 70160

Attention: Mr. Jeffrey Heaton
Gentlemen:

RE: Proposal for a ring levee totaling approx. 43 miles in circumference
which would emcompass approx. 32,400 acres. The authorized project
includes floodgates on Bayou Lafourche at the upper and lower limits
of the protection levee and eight multi-barreled culverts to be located
at strategic locations along the levee proper. The levee will extend
southward from the latitude of the Intracoastal Waterway at Larose, La.
to approx. 2.0 miles =outh of Golden Mcadow, la. a distance of approx.
26 miles. This will be the Geolden Meadow Hurricane Frotection Project.

We have reviewed the information of the <Louve referenced proposal as
contained in your submittal dated April &, 1983. :

Enclosed is a copy of a public notice to be published by vou one time

in the official state journal, the Baton Rouge STATE TIMES. (As provided
for by LRS 30:1094 A(3), the cost of this publication is to be at vour
expense). PLEASE REQUEST THAT THE BATON ROUGE STATE TIMLS TURNISH US
WITH PROOF OF PUBLICATION OF THIS NOTICE.

Provided there have been no objections to your project within ten days of
the date of publication, we will forward a letter of no objection and

water quality certification in accordance with statutory authority contained
in Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, Chapter 11, Fart IV, Section




O o vl A i e Ao S TR A _“_‘ F'.v-v;'-lg"‘T_—.‘anhs"-'r‘h..'». v:v:'_'._' '.“"‘.:',"_'.’1:.’_‘_‘._‘_& ‘_‘-_".‘-_; -‘-_'-_. B -_..:'-_’_- s, ){\
Taye L ’
1004 AT2Y and Lreevisions of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (Public Law
55-217.)

Very truly yoMrs,
Ty

i &@ e
,//J. Dale Givens
\/ Administrator

JOG/ LW/ mp
enclosure

cc: Corps of Ergirncers Coastal Zone Management
New Orleans District P.0. Box 44396
Attention: Permit Section Baton Rouge, La. 70804

- . - - - o Ya " a " w e .« et w W
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Notire is heroby given that the Denartment of the Army, New Orleans Corps

of Tnainwers New Orleans, La.

has applied to the Touisiana Department of Natural Resources, Office of
Envirconmental Affairs, wWater Pollution Control Division for

_ A Water mality Certification for a ring levee totaling approx. 43 miles

in _cironnmieronce_which would encompass approx. 32,400 acres. The authorized

Droect ineclhiies floodgates on Bavou Lafourche at the upper and lower limits

neetions _along the levee proper. The levee would extend southward

irom the latitude of the Intracoastal Waterwav at Larose, La. to approx. 2.0

miles sonth of Golden Meadow, La. a distance of approx. 26 miles. This will

be the Golden Mcadow Hurricane Protection Proiect.

This work will require a Letter of No Objection and a Water Quality Certification
in accordance with statutory authority contained in the Louisiana Revised Statutes
of 1950, Title 30, Chapter 11, Part IV, Section 1094 A(3) and provisions of Section
401 of the Clean Water Act (P.L. 95-217). :

Comments concerning this application can be filed with the Office of Environmental
Affairs within ten days from the date of this notice using reference
No. DNR 830414-06 at the following address:

Iottisiana Department of Natural Resources
ffice of Fnvironmental Affairs

Division of Water Pollution Control

Post Office Box 44066, Capitol Station

L X Baton Rouge, La. 70804

. e dp {{' ﬁ i . Telephone: (504) 342-6363 ‘
3 AR

- e -

o J. Dale Givens, Administrator

};: Water Pollution Control Division
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June 12, 1483 DNR §30414-06

Department of the Army
New Orleans District
Corps of tngirrers

P.0. Box 60267

New Orleans, La. /0160

Attention: Mr. Jefirey iiraton

Gentlemen:

RE: Proposal for seven levee segments approx. 26 miles in Tength which would
encompass approx. 1248 acres. The levee will extend along the east side
of Bayou Lafourche from the latitude of the Intracoastal Waterway at
Larose, La. to approx. 2.0 miles south of Golden Meadow, La. a distance of
approx. 26 miles. This will be part of the Golden Meadow Hurricane Protection
Project.

7Y Wor | WPV

o8 "

This is to acknowledge receipt of "Proof of Publication” of public notice,
above reference, forwarded to you with our letter dated May 16, 1983

and to advise that no complaints relative to this project have been received
by this agency within the ten day period stipulated in the notice.

)
. ¢
et

It is our opinion that your propesed project will not violate water quality
standards of the State of Louisiana; therefore, we offer no objection to
this project provided turbidity during dredging in state waters is kept to
a practicable minimum, provided also the proposed project does not change
historical water flows.

-'-ll'l'o'
L]

N I

PG e R S N - YW

o In accordance with statutor, authority contained in the Louisiana Revised

- Statutes of 1950, Title 30, Chapter 11, Part IV, Section 1094 A(3) and

- provisions of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (P.L. 95-217), the Office

o | of Environmental Affairs certifies that it is reasonable to expect that water
N
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’a quality standards of icuisiana providec for under Secthon 303 of FLb.
217 will not be violeted.

wh
[
i

R B
e

. Very truly yours,

- Utp AQ)_,:{( %«M

J. Dale Givens
Ldministrator

o
.
P

.

e
’

.

g2

B
v
RN
.
’

o 4
s

JDG/LW/mp

AR
.

Lt
Loe e
RN
PR Tad

AL AR
ISP UAR

. "...'.l

)

:

(O I
.
.
'

e €
A

v "

PN

“ .‘.‘ A

p
¥

v w v TP

. oS0 \_._'._‘._\..'....
. A . . S S O L I I ST S S L «
Lt ate " e e gt e e s PP WA U TP Iy D D Gas YN POENERE A S %l S KR We NV -4 -
LTI UV IR S S Taly W Sl S PO - e -




',‘r',':
[P P PN

f
o’

Pelonil
]
t
B ]

'

6. ARCHEOLOGY RESOURCES

A.6.1, Archeological investigations in the vicinity of the projposed
Larose to Golden Meadow Hurricane Protection project have been con-
ducted by Fred B. Kniffen (1941), W. G. McIntire (1958), an unpub-
lished report (1974), Gagliano et al. (1975), Jon L. Gibson (1978),
8ert F. Rader (1978), McIntire et al. (1981), Michael E. Stout and
John W. Muller (1983) and David McCullough (1984} Cultural resources
investigations are on-going and scheduled to be completed in FY 84
(see Table A.6.1.). The human settlement and cultural history has
been outlined by Gagliano et al. (1975) and McIntire et al. (1981).
Rather than summarizing their work, the reader is directed to these

sources.

A.6.2. The proposed project is situated on alluvial deposits associ-
ated with the Lafourche Delta Complex (Frazier 1967). This complex
was active from appproximately 3,500 years B.P. (Before Present) to
the closing of Bayou Lafourche in 1904. Of particular importance to
the human settlement of this area is the Bayou Blue lobe (ca. 1800-
1700 B.P.) and the Bayou Lafourche lobe (ca. 500-78 B.P.).

A.6.3. Due to the recent age of the surface deposits, the earliest
human occupation of this area probably does not predate the terminal
Troyville or initial Coles Creek Periods (McIntire 1958, Gagliano, et
al. 1975). The earlist deposits which can be identified within the
vicinity of the project area consist of a series of relict natural
levees. These levees, which once supported woody vegetation, have
subsided to marsh level or, in some cases, to the near subsurface.
The abandoned stream courses, which can be traced on the color infra-
red aerial photographs, support a plant community that is different
from the surrounding marsh. In a few cases, underfit streams now
occupy earlier abandoned channels. This early system flows east-
northeast and extends from Clovelly Farms to the vicinity of Chicot
Point. These courses predate the late Bayou Lafourche lobe and are
probably associated with the Bayou Blue lobe. If the Bayou Blue

association is accurate, these channels were active approxi-

A-48
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~ TABLE A.6.1.

CULTURAL RESOURCES INVESTIGATIONS

LEVEE SEGMENT STATUS OF CULTURAL RESOURCES
INVESTIGATIONS
LAROSE FLOODGATE Stout and Muller 1983
SECTION C Field recon scheduled for FY 84
SECTION B NORTH Field recon scheduled for FY 84
SECTION A WEST Field recon scheduled for FY 84
GOLDEN MEADOW FLOODGATE Rader 1978
SECTION A EAST McIntire et al. 1981
SECTION D Survey scheduled for FY 84
SECTION E NORTH To be surveyed in FY 85
SOUTH To be surveyed in FY 84
SECTION F McIntire et al. 1981
LL&E Gibson 1978
CLOVELLY FARMS Gibson 1978
[
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mately 1800-1900 vears ago. The dates for this coursce are based on

radio carbon dating of interdistributary peat deposits.

A.0.4. The first recorded site in the vicinity of the project, site
(l6LFl), was recorded by Kniffen in 1941, and was visited by Gibson
(1978) during his cultural resources survey of the Clovelly Farms

levee alinemnt. This site consists of Rangia cuneata shell and

organically stained earth midden. This site will not be impacted by

the proposed project.

A.6.5. In the immediate area surrounding site 16LFl, Gibson (1978)
recorded seven small in situ Rangia shell middens (16LF57, 16LF58,
16LF59, 16LF60, 16LF61, 16LF62, 16LF63). These sites are located
near, but outside of the project corridor, on the West Fork Bayou
L'Ours natural levee, and will not be impacted by the proposed

project.

A.6.6. 1In the vicinity of the Louisiana Land and Exploration Company
(LL&E) farms, Mclntire reported two sites, 16LF54 and 16LF88, in 1974
during a survey of the proposed Louisiana Offshore 0il Port. Site
16LF54 was visited by Gibson (1978), who described the site as “an
earthen rangia shell midden with an associated earthen (apparently
conical mound.” The site is approximately 0.4 miles east of the
proposed levee corridor and would not be impacted. Gibson (1978)
searched, but was unable to relocate 16LF88. The site is reported to
be on the Bayou Raphael natural levee. The site record indicated that
it is "apparently a village or campsite with midden area.” The record
does not indicate a cultural association, but notes that it can only
be "found in the fall or winter due to dense vegetation cover.”
Additional efforts will be made to relocate the site. If the site is
to be impacted by the proposed project, a determination of site

significance will be completed.

A.6.7. In 1975, Coastal Fnviromments, Inc., performed a survey of
archeological sites along the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) in

Louisiana. The survey reported two sites in the vicinity of the

=50
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project, 16LF36, an earth and shell midden, and 16LF76, a buried shell
midden. Neither site would be affected by the project. The waterway
cuts across the earlier delta deposits, and the buried sites probably
were situated on natural levee crests associated with this eariler
system. The relatively large number of recorded archeological sites
on the GIWW between Bayou Lafourche and Catahoula Bay are probably
because the waterway parallels the general direction of levee
development. Consequently, waterway construction parallelled the

crests of the abandoned and now subsided natural levee.

A.6.8. Although the cultural resources survey conducted by McIntire
et al. (1981) included subsurface testing, the survey failed to locate
any surface or subsurface sites in the project alinement between
Clovelly Farms and the GIWW. There is a potential of uncovering
buried remains once extensive earth moving operations begin. This
area has been identified as archeologically sensitive and would be
periodically monitored by professional archeologists during
construction. In addition, Corps project inspectors would be advised

of the potential for buried remains.

A.6.9. One previously unrecorded archeologically site (16LF97) was
discovered by McIntire et al. (198l). This site lies outside the

proposed Corps levee alinement and would not bhe impacted by

construction. Borings through the peripheral marsh indicate that the

flaring edge of the midden base lies 1.0 meter below the present marsh
surface. Although it was not possible to hand auger through shell

F_. midden, subsequent borings farther from the site showed a brown-

Lgf' amphorphous interdistributary peat 5.0 meters below the surface. This
: peit is associated with the relict Bayou Blue lobe course that extends

east of Clovelly Farms. The peat was overlaid with about 1.5 meters

gy N
[
PIAEET

‘9. of alluvial silt clay that was capped with approximately 3.5 meters of

7

light brown fibrous peat to the marsh surface (Mclntire et al.

P
1

1981 ). The silty clays probably represent sediments deposited by the

4
»
.
«
.

L progradation of the late Bayou Lafourche lobe, while the upper peat

® represents organic accumulation following subsidence of the natural
3 ) levee.  the presence of the late Bayou Lafourche progradation into the
. h-t1 [
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area can be seen also on the aerial photographs. Although the hand
auger did not penetrate to the base of the shell midden, Rangia

t!! cuneata shell fragments were found mixed with silty clay directly
W overlying the lower peat. If we can assume that these Rangia shell
fragments are culturally derived, it is reasonable to postulate that
site 16LF97 is situated on the crest of a Bayou Lafourche lobe natural
\w) levee. Traces of the levee crest can be seen on both the United

Sl States Geological Survey quadrangles and the aerial photographs.

,EC McIntire et al. (1981) reported finding two small decorated sherds
which "appear to be Mississippian in age but with the possibility of
extending into Coles Creek.” The cultural association is consistent

with the geologic dates.

_ A.6.10. South of the Clovelly Farms, the Corps levee alinement

6~ follows the natural levees of West Fork Bayou d' Ours and Bayou
::$, Raphael. Both streams are associated with the Bayou Lafourche lobe
-;E and are probably around 500-600 years old. Along the eastern edge of
:J}{ Clovelly Farms, hand augering uncovered Rangia shell at a depth of
v approximately 1.0 meter (Gibson 1978). These deposits did not contain
artifacts and are presumed to be natural shell beds that accumulated
in an interdistributary lake. Rangia shell also was also exposed in
L the disposal bank of the Clovelly Farus levee. Agaln, no artifacts

) were recorded.

e A.6.11. The presence of Rangia shell indicates that Bayous L'Ours and

Raphael were prograding across the eroded and subsided Bayou Blue
R®- lobe. The Bayou Blue interlevee flank depressions were occupied by
-‘¥f brackish lakes and bays. As the active Bayou L'Ours and Raphael

7 channels continued to prograde, the bays were filled with sediment and
- j the surrounding areas probably were transformed into freshwater
:‘: marsh. The presence of Rangia shell at sites 16LF97 and 1l6LF1

{;L‘ indicates the continued presence of brackish waters in the vicinity.
A.6.12. 1In the vicinity of the Larose Floodgate, Stout and Muller

o (1983) located no in situ archeological remains. Seven relatively

recent standing structures were recorded during the survey. None of

-l p-52
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these structures met the criteria for inclusion on the National

::f Register of Historic Places. Stout and Muller did record a cultural
resource of historical significance in the project imapct area, the
passenger vessel "M/V Fox." The M/V Fox has been determined eligible
for inclusion in the National Register. The "Fox" was pulled onto the
bank as much as 50 years ago and is in deteriorating condition. The
vessel's significance is based on its unique design and its
contribution to local history. Alternatives to avoid adverse project
impacts on the M/V Fox were investigated. No feasible and prudent
alternative is available and demolition is necessary. A Memorandum of
Agreement stipulating mitigation measures for the M/V Fox is now in

process.
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A.7. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

A.7.1. General.

The Larose to Golden Meadow Study Area is contained within and defined

by the boundary of the southeastern Louisiana Parish of Lafourche.
The natural and recreational resources of the study area provide wide
and varied opportunities for outdoor recreational activities. The
area is characterized by extensive fresh and brackish marsh and large
lakes. Because of the excellent wildlife and fisheries habitat,

hunting and fishing are the main recreational activities. Developed

recreational facilities such as campgrounds, picnic areas, trails, and

golf courses are very limited or completely absent because of the lack

of suitable soils and topography. Support facilities such as boat
launching ramps, access facilities, and retail stores are limited
because construction of roads, buildings, and other structures is
difficult and costly. Access is limited mainly to boats or special

floating vehicles.

A.7.2. Existing Recreational Areas and Facilities.

Outdoor recreational facilities in the study area consist mostly of
public and commercial boat launching ramps or slings. Additionally,
there are two state wildlife management areas which offers public
hunting for big game, small game, and waterfowl. Larger communities
within the parish provide small-scale community parks, playgrounds,

and picnic areas.

The current Louisiana State Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation Plan
(SCORP) includes 1980 inventories of existing recreational areas and
facilities. Table A.7.1. lists the current supply of outdoor
recreational facilities of the study area by category and

proprietorship, and generally characterizes each site.
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TABLE A.7-1
EXISTING OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL FACILITIES INVENTORY o
LAROSE TO GOLDEN MFADOW STUDY ARFA
Proprietorship/Facility Name Boat Launching Lanes ‘Other Amenities
State Areas
Point-au-Chien Wildlife
Management Area 29,000 Hunting Acres
Wisner Wildlife Management
Area 21,621 Hunting Acres
Parish/local Areas |
Parish Landing 1
Bell Pass Marina 1
Choctaw Boat Ramp 1
Raceland Boat Ramp 3
Lockport Boat Ramp 6 60' Fishing Pier
Lake Fields Wildlife
Community Ward 1,000 Hunting Acres
Larose Boat Ramp 2
‘Golden Meadow Boat Launch 2
Public Boat Ramp 1
Peltier Park 18 Picnic Tables
Lockport Boat Ramp 1
Acadia Park 20 Picnic Tables
Bayouside Boat Ramp 1
Delta Farms Boat Ramp 1
Thibodeaux Recreation Department 5 Picnic Tables
14 Tent Camping Sites
10 Trailer Camping
Spaces
Levert's Bayou Side Park 1
Exxon Boat Ramp on Breton Canal 1
VFW Boat Launch 1
-‘.;;{'
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e TABLE A.7-1 (CONTINUED)

i;' EXISTING OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL FACILITIES INVENTORY

R LARCSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW STUDY AREA

T

i:{

1'}' Proprietorship/Facility Name Boat Launching Lanes ‘Other Amenities
Harvey Cypress Inn Boat Launch 1 75' Fishing Pier
Jog Romes Boat Ramp 1 50' Fishing Pier

‘ Melancon Boat Launch 1 100" Fishing Pier

hrd Scuddy Boat Launch 1

e South Louisiana Recreation

L Resort Inc. 1 1,035 Hunting Acres

o 25 Trailer Camping

e Spaces

[ Sam Foret Boat Ramp 1

YO Pleasure Ponds 1 20' Fishing Pier

L Charlie Hardison's Grocery 1

s B-B's Marina 1

s Leeville Trailer Park 1

Xty Fourchon Boat Launch 4
Gus's Boat Launch 1

SAG Clovelly Farms 1
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A.7.3. Recreational Potential.

Lafourche Parish is located within State Planning Region 3 which
includes five other Louisiana parishes. The entire planning region
represents only about 7.6 percent of the state's total population.
Because of its close proximity to the Greater New Orleans Metropolitan
Area, the study area will continue to supply outdoor recreational
opportunities to the populus of both urban and suburban areas. Two

ma jor landscape divisions cover the entire region - alluvial flood
plain in the northern portion and coastal marsh to the south. The
coastal marsh and associated estuarine areas provide millions of user-
days for water-related sports and offer vast potential for future

development.

A.7.4. Recreational Supply, Demand, and Need.

Recreational needs are determined by comparing demand with existing
supply. The State of Louisiana's Department of Culture, Recreation,
and Tourism, Division of Qutdoor Recreation, Office of Program
Development, conducted a statewide recreational facility inventory in
1979-1980 and a recreational demand/participation survey in 1980. An
analysis of the results of these recent surveys revealed substantial
recreational demands and needs for additional recreational resource
and facility development within the state planning region encompassing
the study area. Recreational activities reflecting the greatest
demand and need for the study area are generally classified as outdoor
activities, and, of these, many are natural resource oriented such as

hunting and fishing.

A.7.5. Plan Alternative Assessment.

;;. Project construction would impact both the existing and future use of

lands and waters which provide opportunity for fish and wildlife

oriented recreation. Project impacts generally can be classified as

o

direct or secondary. Direct impacts result directly from project
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construction, i.e., levee building, etc. Induced impacts occur as a
-ﬁ&' result of the project being in place, i.e., pumping of leveed
wetlands, clearing of bottomland hardwoods for agricultural, etc.
Both types of impacts would, in this case, affect recreational
resources from the land-use perspective. The impacts of each plan
alternative are evaluated on the basis of sport hunting potential
losses or gains which are incurred as a result of construction of the

project.

The capacity of the land to support a given number of man-days per
acre of hunting supply based upon a biological sustained harvest rate
(hunting carrying capacity) can be measured and serves as an effective
evaluation means of project impacts on consumptive wildlife recreation
which predominates the study area. Man-days of supply were calculated
by first assuming that, based upon a high market area demand, each
acre of available hunting habitat afforded by the project would be
used to its optimal carrying capacity for each respective hunting
activity type. The hunting carrying capacity is expressed in terms of
hunting man-days per acre for each habitat type and hunting activity
type. Carrying capacity multiplied times the number of habitat acres

yields man-days of potential hunting supply.

These man-days of supply can be translate! into an overall monetary
worth, based upon a unit-day value (UDV) previously derived for this

region in the recreational analysis of the Louisiana Coastal Area

Freshwater Diversion Study which overlaps this study area. Unit-day

values were assigned to each hunting activity through the analysis of

jgi evaluation criteria and standards as prescribed in the Water Resource
» .

;:% Council's Principles and Guidelines. The five criteria and associated

L:: measurement standards are designed to reflect quality, relative

o

E'.-' scarcity, ear» of access, and esthetic features of the recreational

Ef‘ resource to be evaluated. The evaluation of these criteria with

; respect to the resource vields a point value which is converted into
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- a corresponding specific dollar value contained in a range of UDV

i;; provided in the most current published schedule. The approved FY 83 éf}

j ranges of values are:

--

:;5 General recreation 51.60 — 4.80

;&3 Specialized recreation $6.50 - 19.00

‘:’ UDV's selected for use in this study are based upon a point value of
‘35: 60 for each hunting activity in its respective range classification
1‘.'_?_1 under the FY 83 schedule.

:1; Table A.7.2. is a summary of the recreational man-days of supply and
f%? associated dollar values for each plan alternative and the comparative
:? differences of each plan with those of the future-without project

o conditions.

;i; Although the use of several existing boat launching facilities that
;ji provide access into local water bodies would be temporarily disrupted
> during levee construction, provisions for temporary access are being
-{Q planned by the South Lafourche Parish Levee Board. Additionally, the
;if Levee Board is planning to provide public boat access at eight pumping
;:' plants that would be constructed in conjunction with the project.
‘ ) These boat ramps would be constructed as time and funding permit.
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SECTLON A.8.

TABLE A.8.1.

FUR CATCH AND VALLE

Marsh Type

Species Fresh/Intermediate Brackish
Muskrat

Average cat7h/dcreﬁj 0.092/ 0.08
Value/peltE $5.43 $5.43
Value/acre $0.488 $0.46
Nutria

Average catch/acre 0.402/ 0.09
Value/pelt $7.39 $7.39
Value/acre $2.15 50.64
Mink

Average catch/acre 0.00133/ 0.001
Value/pelt $13.67 $13.67
Value/acre $0.02 $0.015
Otter

Average catch/acre 0.00053/ 0.0002
Value/pelt $44.55 $44.55
Value/acre $0.02 $0.01
Raccoon

Average catch/acre 0.0093/ 0.0LE/
Value/pelt $1l1.46 $11.46
Value/acre 0.11 0.09
TOTAL

Average catch/acre 0.50 0.18
Gross value/ac%7 $3.57 $1.21
Net Value/acre— $2.68 $0.91

a/

£/ Average catch per acre, unless otherwise noted, from Palmisano (1973).

b/
c/

Represents mean of fresh and intermediate marsh average harvest/acre.

Based on a 1976-81 running average of prices received by the trapper,

expressed in 1981 dollars using the CPL Index for Hides, Skins, Leather, and

Related Products.
d/

intermediate marsh types.

e/

£/

Represents one-half the

Cost of harvest is 257 of

maximum value.

Bross returns.

Represents one-half of the combined maximum production for fresh and
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SECTION A.9.
N TABLE A.9.1

PRIMARY AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Air Contaminant Standard l
Maximum Permissible Concentration

|
Suspended Particulate 75ug/m3 SAnnual geometric mean) |
260 ug/m~ (Maximum 24~hour concentration
not to be exceeded more than once per year)

Sulfur Dioxide 80 ug/m3 or 0.03 ppm (annual arithmetic
mean)
(50,) 365 ug/m> or 0.14 ppm (Maximum 24-hour

concentra- tion not to be exceeded more than
once per year)

Carbon Monoxide 10,000 ug/m3 or gppm (Maximum 8-hour
(CO) concentration not to be exceeded more than
once per yeag)
40,000 ug/m~ or 35 ppm (Maximum 1-hour
concentration not to be exceeded more than
once per year)

Ozone 235 ug/M1 (0.12 ppm). The standard is
attained when the expected number of days
per calendar year with maximum hourly ;
average concentrations above 0.12 ppm (235 §
micrograms (ug)/M ) is equal to, or less
than, one as determined by 40 CFR 50
Appendix H.

Nitrogen Dioxide 100 ug/m3 (0.05 ppm) (annual arithmetic
mean)
(N0

SOURCE: Louisiana Air Pollution Regulations
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APPENDIX B
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

LOUISTANA COASTAL ZONE
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
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APPENDIY B

1

CONSISTENCY DETERMINATTON
LOUISTANA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROCRAM

.~

1

§ 1
: d
s

, 14
. . 1. Introduction 3
. .
5 Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZM) of 1972, 16 U.S.C. f
1451 et seq requires that "each Federal agency conducting or supporting E

activities directly affecting the coastal zone shall conduct or support
those activities in a manner which is, to the maximum extent praticable,
consistent with approved state management programs.” In accordance with
Section 307, a consistency determination has been made for the Larose to
Golden Meadow Hurricane Protection Levee Project. Coastal Use
Cuidelines were written in order to implement the policies and goals of
the Louisiana Coastal Resources Program, and serve as a set of
performance standards for evaluating projects or proposals on their
individual merits for compliance with the guidelines. Compliance with
the Louisiana Coastal Resources Program, and therefore Section 307,
requires compliance with applicable Coastal Use Guidelines. A iy
determination of the consistency of the project with the guidelines 1is

presented in the following text.

R.2. History and Project Description

';
“
.

o
“m
“u

¢
"4
"y
4

B.2.1. 1In the euarly 1960's, local interests in Lafourche Parish
constructed a low=-ring Tevee from Larnse to the vicinity of Golden
Meadow. The levee was approximately 40 arpents from Bayou Lafourche and
wis drained by several low=1ift pumps. Thev then reauested Federal help
in hrineing the levee to a height to provide hurricane protection. In
YOS, Conpgress anthorized the raiasing of the lToecal levee, construction

of two navigahle floodeates in Bavon Latourche, and {ustallation of

B
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seven multi~barrelled culverts for interior drainage. At the request of

local interests, pumping stations replaced the culverts and the 1 .ee

i A te

was realined to extend two miles south of Golden Meadnw. The
realinement inclosed approximately 2,700 ares of marsh/ponds. In 1974,
a Final Environmental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on
Environmental Quality. In December 1974, a Section 404 Public Notice
was issued and in their comments, the US FFish and Wildlife Service and

National Marine Fisheries Service recommended changes in levee

PR W WY Ty

alinements in two reaches. 1In Section C South, the Corps of Engineers
decided realinement was prohibitively expensive. In Section A East, the

alinement that impacred 2,700 acres of marsh/pond was changed to impact

o e

the least amount of marsh/pond practicable (1,217 acres), and the Corps

began to develop a mitigation plan. TIn 1975, construction hegan on the
Federal project, and most first lifts have been completed on the west
side. Local interests have requested that the Federal project bhe
expanded to include two privately leveed agricultural properties on the
cast side of Bayou Lafourche. The EIS supplement analyzes the impacts

of such work.

B.2.2. 1In summary, the Federal action consists of upgrading a local

PP TP PR T il B B B B B e

protection levee system extending from the Intracoastal Waterway at

Larose, lLouisiana, to 2 miles south of Colden Meadow, Louisiana;

construction of floodgates on Bayou Lafourche at the upper and lower

P

limits of the protection levee; and installation of pumping stations.

ok b AR SRS

The finished levee system would have a net grade elevation of 13.0 feet

National Geodeic Verticle Datum (NGVD) at Golden Meadow and would vary

rer e,
.“...: A

to 8.5 feet NGVD near Larose, Louisiana.

1
{
b
b - |
E{: 1
5} R.2.3. The proposed mitigation plan consists of construction of 7 miles ]
1
P~ of low earthen levee (+4 NGVD) along Cutoff Canal, Grand Bayou, and i
- @
= Grand Bayou Canal. Two water-control structures also would he

.v
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constructed in Grand Bayou and one in Cutoff Canal (see Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) Plate 3). The

ma jority of the mitigation area is in Pointe au Chien Wildlife
Management Area. This mitigation plan has been developed in conjunction
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries. It has been approved by the South Lafourche

Levee District.

B.2.4. This Consistency Determination will consider work remaining to
be done on the ring levee [C North, F, E North, E South, D, A East,
Clovelly Farms, and LL&E (see DSEIS Plate 6)] and the mitigation plan.
Acreages quoted will be slightly different from the accompanying DSEIS
because impacts in completed Sections C South & A East will not be
considered. Impacts of these reaches are discussed in the DSEIS because
they were not analyzed in the 1974 Final EIS, and because they must be

considered in the mitigation analysis.

B.3. Guidelines

1. GUIDELINES APPLICABLE TO ALL USES

Guideline 1.1-1.6: Acknowledged.

Guideline 1.7 It is the policy of the coastal resources program to

avoid the following adverse impacts. To this end, all uses and h
activities shall be planned, sited, designed, constructed, and operated 1
and maintained to avoid to the maximum extent practicable significant: q
. . 3

Guideline 1.7 (a) Reductions in the natural supply of sediment and Y
nutrients to the coastal system by alterations of freshwater flow. -
Response 1.7 (a): The blacking of four canals by the levee would alter ﬁ
freshwater flow but would not significantly reduce sediment and nutrient ﬁ
=

N

N

)

Il

B-13 2

R

'I

a)

. PARY . .
. . P PRI e e e T
LR . VR WP S VY VU § W UL NP W . )




4

Pt it had Jovt Sl St i

M0 S0 WA S s te Jiond 2 Ben AU I SRR ERACIVE P A P e

flows because these canals presently carry only minor amounts of such
materials. The pruposed pumping stations would export sediment -ind
nutrients to the external system when they operate. The proposce:! water-

control structures would not impact flow of sediment of nutrients.

Guideline 1.7 (b) Adverse economic impacts on the locality of the use

and affected governmental bodies.

Response 1.7 (b): Adverse cconomic impacts of the tentatively selected
plan would be limited to the burden of 30 percent of the construction
costs and all operation and maintenance costs. However, the hurricane
protection levee would provide substantial protection to life and

property. The benefit cost ratio of this project is 4.7 to 1.

Guideline 1.7 (¢) Detrimental discharges of inorganic nutrient

compounds into coastal waters.
Response 1.7 (c): Temporary eutrophic conditions due to increased
nutrient supplies accompanying dredginyg activities may occur in certain

local waterways. These conditions would dissipate quickly.

Guideline 1.7 (d) Alterations in the natural concentration of oxygen in

coastal waters.

Response 1.7 (d): Possible short-term and long-term oxygen deficits
could be expected in waterways adjacent to the levee alinements. Short-
term deficits induced by resuspension of highly organic sediments, poor
circulation, increased turbidities and consequent reductions in
photosynthesis, could occur in waterways immediately adjacent to
construction operations. Long-term impacts could include lower DO
levels due to alteration in the hydrologic regime caused by the levees

blocking existing canals. The duration and severity of oxygen deficits
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would be dependent on numerous factors including season, precipitation,

tidal effects, and climatology.

Guideline 1.7 (e) Destruction or adverse alterations of streams,

wetland, tidal passes, inshore waters and water bottoms, beaches, dunes,
barrier islands, and other natural biologically valuable areas or

protective coastal features.

Response 1.7 (e): The tentatively selected plan would impact
approximately 1,030 acres of fresh to brackish marsh, 727 acres of

bot tomland hardwoods, 141 acres of wooded swamp, and 630 acres of open
water. When compared to future-without project conditions, only about
300 acres of wetlands would be lost. Construction of the mitigation
plan levee would destroy 73 acres of marsh and 9 acres of open water.
However, implementation of the mitigation plan would stabilize water
levels and moderate salinity flucuations within a 4,598 acre pond/marsh
area. This mitigation plan should provide a more stable environment for
fish and wildlife communities, and thereby promote biological
productivity within this area. The mitigation plan would compensate for

the habitat lost due to levee raising activities.

Guideline 1.7 (f) Adverse disruption i =xisting social patterns.

Response 1.7 (f): Adverse disruptions of existing social patterns
associated with the tentatively selected plan would be confined to the
relocation of approximately eight residences and some commercial

establishments.,

Guideline 1.7 (g) Alterations of the natural temperature regime of

coastal waters.

Response 1.7 ():  The temperature regime would not bhe altered

significantly due to projest construction ov mitigation.

B=5
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Guideline 1.7 (h) Detrimental changes in existing salinity regimes.

Response 1.7 (h): Salinities within the leveed areas would be expected
to decredase from their presently low levels. Salinities in the areas
outside the project would not be significantly affected. Salinities in
the mitigation area would be lowered, which would improve fish and

wildlife productivity.

Guideline 1.7 (i) Detrimental changes in littoral and sediment

transport processes.

Response 1.7 (i): No significant changes expected.

Guideline 1.7 (j) Adverse effects of cumulative impacts.

Response 1.7 (j): <Construction of the tentatively selected plan would
result in the loss of 1,050 acres of marsh and 630 acres of open water;
and construction of the mitigation plan would eliminate 73 acres of
marsh. This loss, combined with past agricultural clearing and
residential and commercial development, would have a negative cumulative
impact on the areas' biological productivity and esthetic value.
However, without—-project, marsh habitat would be lost due to subsidence
and saltwater intrusion .l as described above, coupa.ed to future-
without project conditions, only about 300 acres of wetlands would be

lost. The mitigation plan would compensate for this loss.

Guideline 1.7 (k) Detrimental discharges of suspended solids into

coastal waters, including turbidity resulting from dredging.

Response 1.7 (k): With the exception of waterways intersected by the
initial fill material, increases in turbidity levels should be localized
and only affect areas immediately adjacent to the borrow ditches and

levee rights-of-way. As the borrow canals are to be principally located
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inside the leveed area, reduccd tr-ansport potential exists for the
nighly turbid efflucot waters, thus reducing potentially impacted

areas. Floodside runoff would increase suspended particulates in the
immediate marsh areas ad jacent to the construction areas, but because of
dense marsh vegetation, should result in only a mino: net transport

potential.

In areas where floodside borrow canals would exist (LLSE and Clovelly
Farm Segments), and at major waterway crossing locations, increased
transport potential would exist for the highly turbid effluent waters
anticipated from disposal and effluent runoff. As a result of the
transport, turbid water conditions could result for minor distances away
from the actual disposal activities. The extent of impacted areas would
depend on the resulting water circulatinn patterns and ambient turbidity

concentrations.

The most significant impacts associated with increaced suspended
8 P |

particulates would be realized during the first lift of the levee

construction.

Guideline 1.7 (1) Reductions or blockape of wiater tlow or natural

circulation patterns within or into an cstaarine system or a wetland

forest.
Response 1.7 (L): Levee construction associated with the tentatively
selected plan would block tour principal waterway<, and some other minor
waterways and drainage systoens:

g Unnomed OF1 W Gas Canals (LAY Farm Sepgment)

o Breton Canatl (Scootioans D oand E)

o Bavou de T che (Section )
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o Scully Canal-lateral drainage around Clovelly

Farms (Clovelly Farm Section)

The mitigation plan would block several small bayous which provide

shallow-water access into the mitigation area via Grand Bayou.

Guideline 1.7 (m) Discharges of pathogens or toxic substances into

coastal waters.
Response 1.7 (m): No new discharge of pathogens would occur. A
moderate hazard level for toxic metal releases as a result of disposal

activities is possible.

Guideline 1.7 (n) Adverse alteration or destruction of archeological,

historical or other cultural resources.

Response 1.7 (n): The cultural resources investigations are ongoing and
are scheduled to be completed in FY 84. The following sites have been
recorded in or near the proposed alinement: X162F1 (possible site),
16LF1l, 16LF57, 16LF58, 16LF59, 16LF60,16LF61, 16LF62, 16LF63, and
L6LF88. Project specific impacts and National Register eligibility will

be determined as part of our continuing studies.

Guideline 1.7 (o) Fostering of detrimental secondary impacts in

undisturbed or biologically highly productive wetland areas.

Response 1.7 (o): Implementation of the proposed project would result
in the drainage of approximately 650 acres of marsh and 122 acres of
wooded swamp inclosed by the hurricane protection levee. The mitigation

plan would compensate for this loss.
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Guideline 1.7 (p) Adverse alteration or destruction of unique or

valuable habitats, critical habitat for endangered species, important
wildlife or fishery breeding or nursery areas, designated wildlife

management or sanctuary areas, or forestlands.

:{;: Response 1.7 (p): The tentatively selected plan would not adversely

impact any critical habitat for endangered species. Approximately 1,050

acres of marsh and 630 acres of open~water habitat which serve as

I fishery breeding and nursery areas would be filled or enclosed with the
{55; levee system so as to exclude future use by estuarine-dependent

;ﬁ; organisms. In addition, approximately 73 acres of marsh and 9 acres of
:i}j open water within the Pointe au Chien Wildlife Management Area (WMA)

would be eliminated as part of the construction associated with the
e mitigation plan. The mitigation plan would compensate for project
’1»; losses by stabilizing salinities and water levels within a 4,598-acre
marsh/pond area in the WMA and insure its continued use by fish and

wildlife organisms.

Guideline 1.7 (q) Adverse alteration or destruction of public parks,

L shoreline access points, public works, designated recreation areas,

‘) scenic rivers, or other areas of public use and concern.

Response 1.7 (q): Implementation of the TSP would block four major
waterways which provide access to outlying marshes for recreational and
RY: . commercial fishermen and trappers. Also, shoreline access at Larose,
. Louisiana, along the GIWW would be blocked by the Larose floodwall. The
SRC levee and three water-control structures proposed for construction on

. the east side of the mitigation area would block fishermen access into
0. the mitigation area via several small bayous. Boat launch ramps would

be constructed at several major waterways blocked by the hurricane

e protection levece.
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Guideline 1.7 (r) Adverse disruptions of coastal wildlife and fishery

migratory patterus.

Response 1.7 (r): The tentatively selected plan would not disrupt any

known coastal wildlife or fishery migratory patterns.

Guideline 1.7 (s) Land loss, erosion and subsidence.

Response 1.7 (s): This project would not increase land loss, erosion,

or subsidence appreciably.

Guideline 1.7 (t) Increases in the potential for flood, hurricane or

other storm damage, or Increases in the likelihood that damage will

occur from such hazards.
Response 1.7 (t): The tentatively selected plan would provide increased
protection for the residents of Larose and Golden Meadow from hurricane

and high-water surges.

Guideline 1.7 (u) Reductions in the long term biological productivity

of the coastal ecosystem.

Response 1.7 (u): Implementation of the tentatively selected plan would
result in the permanent loss of approximately 1,050 acres of marsh, 727
acres of bottomland hardwoods and 141 acres of wooded swamp. These
areas contribute significantly to the inshore and offshore estuarine
fishery. Implementation of the mitigation plan would stabilize
salinities and water levels within a 4,598-acre marsh/pond area. The
management of the mitigation area through water-level control (water=-
control structures) would stimulate growth of floating aquatics, reduce
shoreline and marsh erosion, and stablize salinity fluctuations
resulting from normal and extreme high tides (storm events) or drought

conditions in the marsh. The mitigation plan would not prevent
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ST saltwater intrusion as a result of hurricane tidal surges, but it would
greatly reduce the volume of saline water which would enter the
mitigation area. By reducing the wide flucuation of salinity and
controlling water levels within the mitigation area, wildlife and fish

productivity would be enhanced.

Guideline 1.8 In those guidelines in which the modifier "maximum extent

practicable” is used, the proposed use is in compliance with the
guideline if the standard modified by the term is complied with. If the
modified standard is not complied with, the use will be in compliance
with the guideline if the permitting authority finds, after a systematic
consideration of all pertinent information regarding the use, the site
and the impacts of the use as set forth in Guideline 1.6, and a
balancing of their relative significance, that the benefits resulting
from the proposed use would clearly outweigh the adverse impacts
resulting trom noncompliance with the modified standard and there are no
feasible and practical alternative locations, methods and practices for

the use that are in compliance with the modified standard and:

a. significant public benefits will result from the use, or;

b. the use would serve important regional, state or national
interests, including the national interest in resources and the siting
of facilities in the coastal zone identitied in the coastal resources

program, Or;

. c. the use is coastal water dependent.
25
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Guideline 1.9 Uses shall to the maximum extent practicable be dusigned Sk

and carried out to permit multiple concurrent uses which are appropriate
for the location and to avoid unnecessary conflicts with other uses of
the vicinity.

Response 1.9: Acknowledged.

Guideline 1.10 These guidelines are not intended to be, nor shall they

be, interpreted to allow expansion of governmental authority beyond that
established by La. R.S. 49:213.1 through 213.21, as amended; nor shall
these guidelines be interpreted so as to require permits for specific
uses legally commenced or established prior to the effective date of the
coastal use permit program nor to normal maintenance or repair of such

uses.

Response 1.10: Acknowledged.

2. GUIDELINES FOR LEVEES

Guideline 2.1 The leveeing of unmodified or biologically productive

wetlands shall be avoided to the maximum extent practicable.

Response Z.1l: The tentatively selected plan has to the maximum extent
practicable been designed to avoid highly productive wetland areas.
However, some wectland marsh and open-water areas would be impacted under

this plan. The proposed mitigation plan compensates for this loss. The

. : levee alinement in the already completed A East reach was altered so as
;'57 to exclude 1,500 acres of wetlands. An alternative that excluded 586
;iij acres of marsh and 387 acres of forested wetlands was analyzed.

@, However, this alinement increased the cost of the project by $4.3

E:f: million and was, thus, not selected.
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<. Guideline 2.2 Levees shall be planned and sited to avoid segmentation

of wetland areas and systems to the maximum extent practicable.
Response 2.2: The tentatively selected levee alinement has been
designed to avoid segmentation of wetlands to the maximum extent

practicable.

Guideline 2.3 Levees constructed for the purpose of developing or

otherwise changing the use of a wetland area shall be avoided to the

maximum extent practicable.

Response 2.3: The tentatively selected plan was designed in the early
1970's to provide hurricane protection for an area extending from Larose

to Golden Meadow, by upgrading a previously constructed levee. The

local levee inclosed 1,591 acres of marsh and forested wetlands in an
era when the value of such wetlands was not generally recognized.
Subsequently, the local assuring agency has requested inclosure of
additional wetlands. As explained in Para. B.2.1., the request to
inclose 2,700 acres of marsh/pond (740 of which was wmarsh) in the now
completed A Fast reach was turned down at the insistance of the US Fish
and Wildlife Service and National Marine Jisheries Service. It is felt
that the amount of inclosed marsh has been reduced to the maximum extent
practicable. The proposed mitigation plan compensates for this marsh

loss.

Guideline 2.4 Hurricane and flood protection levees shall be located at

the nonwetland/wetland interface or landward to the maximum extent

practicable.

Response 2.4:  The proposed protection levees would be located as near

to the nonwetland/wetland interface as practicable,
|
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Guideliane 2.5 Impoundment levees shall only be constructed in wetland

Areds as part of approved water or marsh management projects or o

prevent release ot pollutants.

Response 2.5 The proposed mitigation would involve constructing an
impoundment levee tor the intended purpose of marsh management. The
alinement has been coordinated with the Louisiana Department of Wildiite

and Fisheries.

Guideline 2.6 Hurricane or tflood protection levee systems shall be

designed, built and thereafter operated and maintained utilizing best
practical techniques to minimize disruptions of existing hydrologic
patterns, and the interchange of water, beneficial nutrients and aquatic

organisms between inclosed wetlands and those outside the levee system.

Response 2.6:  The proposed levee system would, to the extent
practicable, avoid disruption ot existing hydrologic patterns. However,
several bayous and canals would be blocked off; this impact would be
unavoidable. Aquatic habitat (fresh-brackish marsh and open water)
inclosed within the protection levee would be drained, and most existing
interchange of water, nutrients, and aquatic organisms with outside

aque zic environments would be terminated. The floodgates on Bayou

Lafourche would remain open except prior to and during hurricanes.

3. GULDELINES FOR LINEAR FACILITIES

.
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Response 3: Not applicable.
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4. GUIDELINES FOR DREDGED SPOIL DEPOSITION
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Responsc 4: Not applicable.
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5. GUIDELLINES FOR SHORELINL MODIFICATION

Response 5: Not applicable.

6. GUIDELINES FOR SURFACE ALTERATLONS

Guideline 6.1 TIndustrial, commercial, urban, residential, and

recreational uses are ne.essary to provide adequate economic growth and
development. To this end, such uses will be encouraged in those areas
of the coastal zone that are suitable for development. Those uses shall
be consistent with the other guidr'ines and shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, take place only:

a. on lands 5 fect or more above sea level or within fast lands;

or

b. on lands which have foundation conditions sufficiently stable
to support the use, and where flood and storm hazards are minimal or
where protection from these hazards can be reasonably well achieved, and

where the public satoety would not be unreasonably endangered; and

(1) the land is already in high intensity of

development use, or

(2) there is adequate sapporting infrastructure, or

(3) the viciaity has a4 tradition of use {for similar

habitation or development.

Response b1t The tentatively colerted plan would provide hurricane
tlood protection tor exisiing re<idential and commercial businesses
located witnin the project o, e dinelosed wetlands that would be
3 T
o




developed for residential and commercial purposes are generally within
40 arpents of the Bayou - a "traditional"” area for development in

coastal Louisiana.

Guideline 6.2 Public and private works projects such as levees,

drainage improvements, roads, airports, ports, and public utilities are
necessary to protect and support needed development and shall be
cncouraged.  Such projects shall, to the maximum extent practicable,

take place only when:

a. they protuct or serve those areas suitable for development

pursuant to Guideline 6.1; and

b. they arce consistent with the other guidelines; and

c. they are consistent with all relevant adopted state, local and

regional plans.
Response 6.2: The project would provide flood protection for existing
residential and commercial development and support additional

development within the project area.

Guideline 6.3 BLANK (Deleted)

Guideline 6.4 To the maximum extent practicable wetland areas shall not

be drained or filled. Any approved drain or fill project shall be
designed and constructed using best practical techniques to minimize

present and future property damage and adverse environmental impacts.

Responsce 6.4: The tentatively selected plan would eliminate
approximately 1,050 acres of marsh, 141 acres of wooded swamp, 727 acres

of bottomland hardwoods and 630 acres of open-water habitat. These
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impacts are unavoidable and have been reduced to the maximum extent
practicable. Impacts would be compensated for by the proposed

mitigation plan.

Guideline 6.5 Coastal water dependent uses shall be given special

consideration in permitting because of their reduced choice of

alternatives.

Response b.5: Not applicable.

Guideline 6.6 Areas modified by surface alteration activities shall, to

the maximum extent practicable, be revegetated, refilled, cleaned and

restored to their predevelopment condition upon termination of the use.

Response 6.6: Upon completion of each levee lift, the area would be

compacted, shaped, and vegetated in grasses.

Guideline 6.7 Site clearing shall to the maximum extent practicable, be

limited to those areas immediately required for physical development.
Response 6.7:  Levee raising activities would be done in such a manner
as to clear only those areas necessary to accommodate the proposed

protection levee.

Cuideline 6.5 Surface alterations shall, to the maximum extent

practicable, be located away from critical wildlire areas and vegetation
areas. Alterations in wildlife preserves and management areas shall be
conducted in strict accord with the requirements of the wildlife

maragement body.

Response H.8: Construction impacts associated with the tentatively
selected plan wonld not fapnct any wildlife preserves or management

arcas. However, the proposed mitivation plan calls for the construction

of a levee 7 oiies in leapgth, located in the Pointe au Chien Wildlife

Managemnent Area.  The intended purpose of the mitigation plan is to
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compensate for wetland habitat loss due to levee construction by
reducing saltwater intrusion into a 4,598-acre area located witiiin the
management arca.  Through the use of a levee and three water—-control
structures, salinity tluctuations and water levels within the mitigation
ared would be moderated, thereby reducing marsh loss and stimulating the
srowth ol tloating aquatics. The moderations of salinities and water
level extremes within this area would promote fish and wildlife usage

and productivity.

Guideline 6.9 Surface alterations which have high adverse impacts on

natural functions shall not occur, to the maximum extent practicable, on
barrier islands and bedaches, isolated cheniers, isolated natural ridges
or levees, or In wildlife and aquatic species breeding or spawning

areds, or in important mipgratory routes.

Respouse 6.9:  The tentatively selected plan would not impact any
barricer islands, beaches, or isolate cheniers. Approximately 1,800
acres of wetland and aquatic habitat which is suitable for fishery
spawning and/or nursery areas would be impacted. The proposed

mitigation plan would compeunsate for this loss.

Guideline 6.10 The creation of low dissolved oxygen conditions in the

water or traps for heavy metals shall be avoided to the maximum extent

practicable.

Response 6.10: Levee raising activities would result in elevated
turbidity levels in aquatic environments immediately adjacent to the
work site. Increased turbidity levels could lead to a slight reduction
in dissolved oxygen levels in turbidity-affected acres. This impact

would be short termed and minor.

Guideline 6.11 Surtface mining and shell dredging shall be carried out

utilizing the best practical technlques to minimize adverse

environmental impacts.
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o Response 6.11: Not applicable.

Guideline 6.12 The creation of underwater obstructions which adversely

affect fishing or navigation shall be avoided to the maximum extent

practicable.

Response 6.12: The proposed hurricane protection levee does not include
any underwater structures or weirs which would affect fishing or
navigation. However, the proposed mitigation plan does propose the
placement of three water-—control structures in association with a 7~
mile-long levee. The placement of these structures would block several

small bayous which provide access into the mitigation area.

Guideline 6.13 Surface alteration sites and facilities shall be

designed, constructed, and operated using the best practical techniques
to prevent the release of pollutants or toxic substances into the

environment and minimize other adverse impacts.
Response 6.13: Limited testing indicates that implementation of the
tentatively selected plan could involve the release ¢f some heavy metals

during levee construction.

Guideline 6.14 To the maximum extent practicable only material that is

free of contaminants and compatible with the environmental setting shall

be used as fill.

Response b.l4:  Fill material required to construct the protection levee

would be obtained trom on-site borrow pits.

7. GUIDELINES FOR HYDROLOGIC AND SEDIMENT TRANSPORT MODIFICATIONS

s Guideline 7.1  The controlled diversion of sediment-laden waters to
- initiate new cycles of marsh building and sediment nonrishment shall be
) @
< v encouraged nd utilized whenever such diversion will enhance the
v O
o viability and productivity of the outfall arca. Such diversions shall
=14
o
.
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incorporate a plan for monitoring and reduction and/or amelioration of

the effects of pollutants present in the treshwater source.

Response 7.1: Not applicable.

Guideline 7.2 Sediment deposition systems may be used to offset land

loss, Lo create ur restore wetland areas or enhance building
characteristics of a development site. Such systems shall only be
utilized as part of an approved plan. Sediment from these systems shall
only be discharged in the area that the proposed use is to be

accomplished.

Response 7.2: Not applicable.

Guideline 7.3 VUndesirable deposition of sediments in sensitive habitat

or navigation areas shall be avoided through the use of the best

preventive techniques.

Response 7.3: Not applicable.

Guideline 7.4 The diversion of freshwater through siphons and

controlled conduits and channels, and overland flow to offset saltwater
intrusion and to introduce nutrients into wetlands shall be encouraged
and utilized whenever such diversion will enhance the viability and
productivity of the outfall area. Such diversions shall incorporate a
plan for monitoring and reduction and/or amelioration of the effects of

pollutants present in the freshwater source.

Response 7.4: Not applicable.

Guideline 7.5 Water or marsh management plans shall result in an

overall benefit to the productivity of the area.

B~20
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Response 7.5: Implementation of the mitigation plan would result in the
manipulation of water levels within a 4,598-acre area in the Pointe au
Chien Wildlife Management Area. Stabilizing water levels, should result
in a decline in salinity levels, improve waterfowl habitat, and increase

the fur trapping harvest.

Guideline 7.6 Water control structures shall be assessed separately

based on their individual merits and impacts and in relation to their

overall water or marsh management plan of which they are a part.

Response 7.6: The mitigation plan as proposed would consist of
constructing three water-control structures. The placement of these
structures would allow the exchange of water and nutrients between the
marsh and adjacent open water. However, the design of these structures

would allow for marsh management through water level control.

Guideline 7.7 Weirs and similar water control structures shall be

designed and built using the best practical techniques to prevent “cut

arounds,” permit tidal exchange in tidal areas, and minimize obstruction

of the migration of aquatic organisms.

Response 7.7: The water—-control structures as designed would prevent
"cut acrounds” and allow tidal exchange between the marsh and adjacent
open water. The migration of aquatic orpanisms between the marsh and

open water would be only hampered by the organisms' unwillingness to

pass through or over the structure.

Guideline 7.8  Impoundments which prevent normal tidal exchange and/or

the migration of aquatic organisms shall not be constructed in brackish

’

Ll it irad
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and saline areas to the maximam oxtent practicable.

3B

SR . . - { i
b Response 7.8: [he construction of the water—-control structures {(weirs)
as proposaed in the mitigation plan would allow surface tidal exchange.
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Guideline 7.9 Withdrawal of surface and ground water shall not result

in saltwater iutrusion or land subsidence to the maximum extent

practicable.
Response 7.9: Not applicable.

8. GULDELINES FOR DISPOSAL OF WASTES
Response 8:

Not applicable.

9. GUIDELINES FOR USES THAT RESULT IN THE ALTERATION OF WATER DRAINING
INTO COASTAL WATERS

Responge 9: Not applicable.

10. GUILIDELINES FOR OIL, GAS, AND OTHER MINERAL ACTIVITIES

Respouse 10: Not applicable.

B.4. Consistency Determination

Based on this evaluation, the New Orleans District, US Army Corps of
Engineers, has determined the implementation of the Larose to Golden
Meadow Hurricane Protection Project is consistent, to the maximum extent
practicable, with the State of Louisiana's approved Coastal Zone

Management Program.

P
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APPENDIX C

DRAFT FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT REPORT
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LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LOUISIANA
HURRICANE PROTBECTION PROJECT

DRAFT FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT REPORT
SUBMITTED TO
NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
NEWN ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

PREPARFD BY

DAVID M. SOILEAU, SENIOR FIELD BIOLOGIST

UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF

DAVID W. FRUGE, FIELD SUPERVISOR
.- DIVISION OF BOOLOGICAL SERVICES
o LAFAYETTE, LOUISIANA
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United States Department ot the Interior

FISH AND AWILDUIF I SERVICE

March 25, 1983

District Engineer

J.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Bax 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Sir:

Attached is a draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (CAR)
for the Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection
Project transmitted to you under the authority of the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et
seq.). The draft report is being coordinated with the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and the National Marine Fisheries
Service. Comments provided by those agencies will be incorporated
into the final CAR.

Although past project mecdifications have resulted in a slight
reduction in adverse lmpacts to fish and wildlife wetland habitats,
with the currently proposed levee plan nearly 4,600 acres of marsh,
forested wetlands, and open water would still be enclosed and subject
to drainage and developmont. Accordingly, we are recommending that
the full =xtent of these unavoldable project—induced losses of fish
and wildlife resources be mitigated via a structural plan for water
management on a portion of the State~owned Pointe-au-Chien Wildlife
Management Area, as discussed in detail in the report. 1In view of the
fact that the remalning portion of that Wildlife Management Area, not
included within the proposed mitigation area, would continue to
doteriorate At an ever incroasing rate, we are also recommending that
1 nrogram be developed to enhance the remainder of the Management
Arsa.  such enhancement s provided tor via the rFederal Water Project
Recroation Act, Public Law 89-72, as anonded.  We plan to include
details of this enhancenent program in our final CAR on this project.

we trast thar thia reoport will be reshongive to your needs and we

; look forwav ! to contirnesd close coordination with your staff{ on this

nroject,

; Sincerely vours,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Larose to Golden Mcadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection Project was au-
thorized by Public l.aw 89-298, 89%th Congress, on October 27, 1965.
Although certain variations in th~ acthorized levee alignm:nt have occurred
during advanced project planning, the present plan provides for the
enlargement of =xisting non-tederal levees and the construction of new
levees for a distancs of approximately 41 niles around the Bayou Lafourche
ridge from Laros:e, Louilsiana, to approximately 2 miles south of Golden
Meadow, Louisiana. Nearly 4,600 acres of marsh, forested wetlands, and
opven water would be enclesed by the levee and subject to dralnage and
devalcopment.

A habitat-bascd analysis (i.2., Habitat Lvaluation Procedures analysis) of
project impacts to fish and wildlife resourcss indicated a net annualized
loss of 82,931 habitat units. Measured in conventional, monetary terms,
tha project would cause an average arnual loss of 540,000 pounds of commer-
cral fishory harvest valued at over $513°,000; 3,286 man-days of sport fish-
ing valnerd at nearly $13,000; nearty 230 man-days of sport hunting valued
at over $8,000; over $2,500 1n far harvest; and ovar $1,800 in wildlife-
oriznted recraeation.

Various recowr ndations for project. mxlifications which, if adopted, could
virtually eliminate adverse impacts to fishy and wildlife resources were
identified in past FWS letter raports and are again listed at the end of
this report. However, in recognition that projoct cvnstruction may follow
the plan presontly proposed, *he FWS 1s recomeniling that unavoidable ad-
varsse impacts to fish and wildlife resonsoesa 3y 00y mitigated concurrent—
1y with construction of the iy icane fion project via implementation
of a wateor management nlan on the Stoo-own =) Poirno-aa-Chien Wildlife
Management Aren,

The Pointe-aua-Chieon Wildlife Managoment Aroo Tiss 1ast west of the project

ar=a and, as in the caso with most coastal fouiziana wetlands, 15 doteri-
orating rapitily from sattwator intrusion an, suisidence, The area is sore-
ly ia necd of a wiat-or managoment orogran wineh wonld halt, or at least
retard, the rapid rate: of weeiand Toss. suon a1 aroaram, 1F properly de-
signed, construct-d, operatsd, o wvl it ainad, could increase ad/or main-

Earn the habitoat ool e v ety st ! wi idLfo rosoaraes above
Shat which o worrid b execteed b Gl Tt 00 o e rrement, program wore
tmplemented. e e Tt 1 e e b aadtar vyl e v ald beousad to
of fser Pl Do T bl vl w1t e D el g Dopdeaentation of

Phey propos ol e an e ot oy
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annual loss of 82,931 HU's. However, analysis of the im ict of the
management program on human-use values (i.e., man-day/monetary ar ..ysis)
indicated that the program would vary in its ability to compensate for the
project-induced losses of those values. Approximately 400,000 pounds of
the over 500,000-pound annual loss of commercial fishery harvest and only
2,400 of the nearly 3,300 man-days of sport fishing lost annually as a
result of the project would be replaced via the mitigation plan. Even
after implementation of the proposed management plan, then, a significant
deficit in Coastal Louisiana's sport fishing potential and commercial
fishery harvest would exist due to implementation of the hurricane
protection project. Conversely, sport hunting potential and its attendant
monetary value, produced via the mitigation plan, would almost double sport
hunting potentials which would be lost with project implementation. Nearly
four times the loss in fur harvest value associated with the hurricane
protection project would be replaced by the mitigation plan, while
increased wildlife-oriented recreation values produced under the mitigation
plan would be slightly below that required to fully compensate for those
values lost through project construction.

It has been concluded, then, that the proposed mitigation plan, if imple-
mented simultaneously with renewed project construction, would in most re-
spects adequately compensate for project-induced losses to fish and
wildlife resources. It has been further concluded that much of the Pointe-
au-Chien Wildlife Management Area outside of the proposed mitigation area
(approximately 23,000 acres) will continue to deteriorate and be lost to
subsidence and erosion at an ever increasing rate. Inasmuch as this
continued marsh loss is a primary result of eliminating freshwater and
sediment transport due to levee construction along the Lower Mississippi
River and, in particular, elimination of Bayou Lafourche as a distributary
of the Mississippi River, it would seem appropriate to support, via project
funding, enhancement of that portion of the Wildlife Management Area not
proposed for inclusion under the mitigation proposal. Such enhancement is
provided for via the Federal Water Project Recreation Act, Public Law
89~72, as amended (16 U.S.C. 460-1 (12), et seq.). 1In this case, the Act
would provide that initial implementation costs of the enhancement program
for sport fish and wildlife resources be cost-shared on a 75 percent
Federal and 25 percent non-Federal basis. In addition, non-Federal
interests would assume all costs for operation, maintenance, and
replacement of structural enhancement features. We plan to include details
regarding this enhancement proposal in our final Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act report on this project.
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S e e .
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection project (for-
merly Grand Isle, Louisiana, and Vicinity Hurricane Protection project) was
authorized by Public Law 89-298, 89th Congress, on October 27, 1965. The
authorized project, described in the General Design Memorandum (GDM)
completed in May 1972 and in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
completed in November 1973, involved the enlargement of existing
non-Federal levees and/or the construction of new levees along the
alignment indicated in Figure 1. The project area, to be enclosed by ap-
proximately 41 miles of perimeter levees, would extend along both banks of
Bayou Lafourche from Larose, Louisiana, to approximately 2 miles south of
Golden Meadow, Louisiana. The existing non-Federal levees would be en-
larged by placing material along the new levee centerline in a series of
lifts which would either straddle the existing levees or be located adja-
cent to them. In areas where levees were not present, material would be
placed along the new levee centerline in a series of lifts. Throughout
mst of the project reach, the borrow areas would be located on the protect-
ed side of the levee; however, two sections would utilize borrow areas lo-
cated outside the new levee. Navigation access into the protected area
would be provided via two floodgates to be constructed across Bayou
Lafourche, one at the north end and one at the south end of the protected
area. Although the project would provide for gravity drainage of runoff
from the protected area, local interests have indicated their intent to de-
velop a pumping system for drainage of the enclosed area. Cosntruction of
certain segments of the authorized levee alignment began in 1975.

CD o
LR

.

S A

In a July 3, 1975, letter report (Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) noted that approximately 3,550 acres of valuable fish and
wildlife wetland habitat would be los!' via implementation of the autho-
rized project and recommended the following project modifications to reduce
anticipated fish and wildlife losses:

1. relocate the levee south of Yankee Canal and east of Bayou
Lafourche to the natural levee along Bayou Lafourche or immedi-
ately adjacent to it, to exclude some 2,700 acres of brackish
marsh;

2. relocate the levee near Belle Amie to exclude some 750 acres of
fresh marsh and 100 acres of wooded swamp;

3. stockpile dredged material from construction of the floodgate
south of Golden Meadow within the protected area, rather than with-
in wetlands outside the protected area; and

4. obtain borrow material from within the protected area for all
levee construction.

In an October 3, 1975, letter responding to FWS recomrendations, the New
Orleans District Corps of Enginecers (NOCE) indicated its willingness to
nartially .ccommodate the request to relocate the levee south of Yankee
Canal anid east of Bayou Tlafourche (Figure 2), thereby reducing wetland
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losses by approxiwmat~ly 800 acres. Further, NODCE agreed to stockpile
dradged material from construction of the floodgate south of Golden Meadow
within the protected ar=a and to remove borrow material from vthin the
protected area for all levee construction. NODCE noted, how = r, that
relocation of the levee near Belle Amie was not considered feas:..e due to
greatly increased construction and maintenance costs and difficulties and
delays associated with obtaining rights-of-way. In its January 9, 1976,
letter discussing the project changes agreed to by NODCE (Appendix B), the
FWS noted that some 2,750 acres of wetlands would still be eliminated by
completicon of the project as planned and generally addressed available
options for mitigating that loss.

By letter dated April 28, 1980, NODCE requested FWS comments on a proposal
to include within the levee system two additional areas, Clovelly Farms and
lands owned by the Louisiana Land and Exploration Company (LL&E), both adja-
cent to the east levee alignment (Figure 2). In its August 7, 1980, letter
of comment {(Appendix C) on the proposal to amend the alignment, the FWS not-
ed an increase in wetland loss of approximately 300 acres due to inclusion
of the two new ar=as into the levee system. Of even greater significance
was the FWS finding that, in addition to the original estimate of 2,750
acres of wetlands, 1,195 acres of fresh to intermediate marsh and 590 acres
of forested wetlands would be destroyed with the authorized alignment.

In March 1982, the NODCE completed Supplement No. 1 to the GDM and includ-
ed in the recommended plan the originally authorized levee alignment with
the aforementioned modification in the levee south of Yankee Canal and
east of Bayou Lafourche and with the addition of the Clovelly Farms and
LL&E areas (Figure 2). According to the reanalyses of project-induced dam-
ages to fish and wildlife resources presented in planning aid reports dated
March 26, 1982 (Appendix D) and June 30, 1982 (Appendix E), the FWS
estimated that implementation of this plan would result in the loss of a
total of 4,348 acres of wetland habitat.

Although significant modifications in the plans for this project have oc-
curred since the project was authorized in 1965, the NODCE Project
Engineer indicated, via telecon on October 21, 1982, that future devi-
ations in the selected plan were not likely. On February 7, 1983, the
NODCE Project Biologist furnished, via telecon, updated fish and wildlife
habitat acreages (totalling 4,598 acres) that would be included within the
project area. This report and the analyses, conclusions, and
recommendations contained therein are based on that selected plan and those
updated acreage figures.

ARFA SETTING
General

The project area is located on a delta formed by Bayou Laforuche, a
distributary of the Mississippi River between 1,800 and 1,000 years ago,
and is within Hydrologic Unit IV according to Chabreck (1972). Principal
physiographic features include the natural levee ridge adjacent to Bayou
Lafourche and forested wetlands and marshlands which occupy areas of lower
elevation adjacent to the ridge. The area is situated near the central
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portion of the axis ot the Gulf Coast Geosyncline where downwarping and
subsidence have been occurring cuncurrently since the end of the Tertiary
period. The present rate of subsidence in this area is estimated to be
slightly less than 1 foot per century (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1973).

Bayou Lafourche, formerly a distributary of the Mississippi River, was
permanently separated from the Mississippi River by a closure at
Donaldsonville, Louisiana, in 1904. The major source of inflow into the
bayou is now rainfall runoff from about 300 square miles of adjoining land.
There is also a pumping station at Donaldsonville that diverts water from
the Mississippi River into the bayou at an average rate of 260 cubic feet
per second.

Local interests have constructed low levees generally along the same align-
ment as that of the selected hurricane protection alignment. Those levees
were constructed for the development of agricultural lands, however, and do
not provide hurricane protection.

Description of Habitats

major fish and wildlife habitat types identified in the project area
include fresh/intermediate marsh, brackish/saline marsh, open water, and
forested wetlands. According to the classification of Cowardin et. al.
(1979), fresh marsh is defined as palustrine emergent wetland;
intermediate, brackish, and saline marsh are termed estuarine emergent
wetlands; and shallow open waters are termed palustrine open waters where
salinity is less than 0.5 parts per thousand (ppt) and estuarine open
water where salinities average more than 0.5 ppt. Under that same
classification system forested wetlands are broadly categorized as
palustrine forested wetlands. Detailed descriptions of these habitat
types were included in FWS letter reports dated .Tuly 3, 1975; January 9,
1976; August 7, 1980; March 26, 1982; and June 30, 1982 (Appendices A, B,
C, D, and E, respectively).

As previously mentioned, the natural levee ridge along Bayou Lafourche and
the adjacent forested wetlands and marshes are a product of the deposition
of sediments carried from the Mississippi River into Bayou Lafourche and
deposited in shallow open waters. Levee construction along the Lower
Mississippi River and, in particular, elimination of Bayou Lafourche as a
distributary of the Mississippi River (reference "General" discussion) has
virtually eliminated freshwater and sediment transport to the project area
wetlands. Reduced freshwater inflow and extensive canal dredging has
allowed saltwater intrusion, the net result of which has been accelerated
subsidence and erosion of marshes and swamps and a conversion to more
saline vegetation types. Additional fish and wildlife habitat loss has
also occurred duc to drainage projects and associated development for
residential, commercial, and agricultural expansion. If these causes of
habitat loss continue, the fish and wildlife habitat available in the
future without-project condition will be considerably reduced. For
analysis purposes, it has been assumxd that those habitat losses will
continue into the futurs:. Based on the procedare identified in Appendix D,
habitat acreages w:re estimated for the future without-project condition at
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various target years (Table 1). Since project implementation began in the
year 1975, that time was designated as the base year or existing
condition. Other target years were selected based on thei relative
significance over the 1ife of the proposed project (i.e., 1986 - 1e end of
the first levee lift, 1991 - all of the enclosed area .nder pumped
drainage, 1996 - complation of all 3 project lifts, 2026 - 30 years after
completion of the project, and 2096 - end of project life).

Fishery Resources

The wetlands of the project area, which include fresh to saline marsh and
forested areas, provide suitable habitat for numerous juvenile and adult
freshwater and estuarine-dependent fishes and shellfishes as discussed in
detail in Appendices A, B, and C. The major contribution of these wetlands
to fishery resources is in the form of organic detritus which is transport-
ed into adjacent estuarine waters where it forms the basis of a detritus-
based food web. The contribution of vascular plant detritus to estuarine
fisheries productivity is documented by Darnell (1961) and Odum et al.
(1973). Recent studies by Daud (1979), Rogers (1979), Simoneaux (1979),
and Chambers (1980) have substantiated the value of shallow marsh areas as
nursery habitat for numerous estuarine-dependent species within the upper
Barataria Basin (Hydrologic Unit IV).

There is growing evidence that the acreage of vegetated wetlands in
Louisiana is the most important factor influencing the production of
estuarine-dependent fishes and shellfishes of sport and commercial impor-
tance. Turner (1979) reported that Louisiana's commercial shrimp harvest
is directly proportional to the area of intertidal wetlands. Harris
(1973) stated that Louisiana has reached the maximum sustainable yield in
shrimp production and that any decline in wetlands will result in a corre-
sponding reduction in that production. Based on these considerations, it
was assumed that the magnitude of future declines in marsh acreages with-
in the project area would result in a proportionate decline in future sport
and commercial estuarine-dependent finfish and shellfish harvest within
Hydrologic Units IV and V (Table 2). The figures in Table 2 indicate a 50
percent reduction in average annual man-days of sport fishing and
commercial harvest resulting from marsh loss in the project area over the
next 120 years.

Wildlife Resources

The area of direct project impact supports a variety of wildlife species.
A comprehensive listing of those species is contained in planning aid re-
ports in Appendices A and C. Estimates of population levels of certain
recreationally important species in the project area for the future
without-project condition is contained in Table 3. Just as with production
and harvest of estuarine-dependent finfish and shellfish (Table 2),

populations of recreationally important wildlife species (Table 3) are
expected to decline proportionally to losses in wetland habitats. Certain
species or species groups will support a level of sport hunting consistent
with sustained annual harvest rates and hunter success rates for the
various habitat types in the project area. A measure of sport hunting
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potantials and related monetary values within the project area is presented
in Tazle 4. Simiiarly, a measure of fur catch and related nonetar values
rom various habitats in the projoct area 1s presentsd in Table 5.

A summary of the per-acr» wonetary value of the project area wetlands is
available in Tabl: 4. Thos: data indicate that marsh is, by far, the most
valuable habitat when considering sport and commercial fish and wildlife
production.

Endangered Species

Via letter dated July 1, 1981, to the NODCE (Appendix G), the FWS con-
firmed that there wer2 no endangerad or threatened species, nor species pro-
posed tor such listing, likely to reside in the project area and that there
was no designated critical habitat in the vicinity of the project area.

Wildlife Management Areas

The Louisiana Departm:nt of Wildlife and Fisheries operates two wildlife
management areas in the vicinity of the project area. The Pointe-au-Chien
Wildlife Management Area lies just west of the project area and about half-
way between the towns of Larose and Golden Meadow. That Management Area
consists of approximataly 28,000 acres of intermediate to brackish marsh
and, like much of the remaining marshland of coastal Louisiana, is suffer-
ing from subsidence, salinity intrusion, and a lack of freshwater and
nutrient inflow. The Wisner Wildlife Management Area is a 26,000-acre
saline marsh arca located southeast of Golden Meadow. As a result of its
higher salinities, that area is less productive than Pointe-au-Chien as a
sport hunting area.

PROJECT IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

For this project the FWS employed two basic analytical methods to qualify
and quantify project impacts. One method, the Habitat Evaluation
Procedures (HEP) analysis, involved qualification and quantification of the
non-monetary impacts of the proposed action to terrestrial (wildlife)
species. The second methed, the man-day/monetary analysis, quantified
impacts to commercial fishery and fur harvests and to sport fishing and
hunting and wildlife-oriented recreation.

Using the FWS's HEP analysis, habitat guality and quantity were estab-

lished for baseline conditions and predicted for future with- and future
without-project conditions. This standardized methodology allowed a
numeric comparison of future with- and future without-project conditions at
various times (target years) during the life of a project and, hence,
provided a measure of project-induced impacts to fish and wildlife
resources. In implementing the HEP, a representative list of species or
species groups (including species of primary economic concern or high
public interest and visability) was selected for the project area.

Various sample sites within each habitat type occurring in the project area
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were rated, on a scaiz of 0 to 10, according to their ability to support
the selected speci2s or species groups. Within the scale of ¢ to 10,
habitat rating a ) was considered the poorest and habitat rating 10 was
considered the hest. The avearage of those scores for all speciesr over all
samrple sites within one habitat type yielded a relative measure of the
value of that habitat type, termed a habitat unit value (HUWV). When the
HUV was multiplied by the acveage of a particular habitat type available,
the result was a measure of both habitat quality and quantity, expressed as
habitat units (HU). Jomparison of the available HU's in the future
without- and future with-project conditions afforded a measure of the
anticipated impacts of the projoct.

A man-day/monetary analysis was performad to measure tangible impacts upon
haman uses of fish, wildlife, and related recreational resources of the pro-
ject area. In this analysis, the ostimate of human use was based on past

harvest records, for commercial fishery and fur production, and on the
potential of the resource to suppoort that use, for sport fishing and
hunting and wildlife-oriented recreation. An appropriate monetary value
was applied to human uses of those resources, as previously indicated in
Tables 2, 4, and 5. Jubsequently, per-acre sport/commercial fish and
wildlife monetary values for various wetland habitat types within the
project area wecvre computed (Table 6). Those values were applied to
estimated future without- and Ffuture with-project habitat supply. The
difference (either positive or negative) between these two conditions
afforded a measure of fish and wildlife monetary impacts from the project.

Of the two methods (described above) of identifying impacts, it is the
policy of the FWS to use the HEP analysis as the basic analytical tool for
evaluating impacts and formulating recommendations. The policy is not
meant to exclude man-days as a valid measure of project impact. On the
contrary, recreational use is important and highly pertinent. Efforts to
fulfill the conservation purposes of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, however, must be founded on protecting and maintaining the biological
productivity and integrity of the resource base. Only in this manner can
we protect and conserve the myriad values that fish and wildlife provide to
the Nation. Any measure not founded on the biological basis of resource
protection will, in the long run, serve neither the resource nor the human
use of that resource.

PROJECT IMPACTS
General
As previously discussed in the Project Description section of this report,
substantial modifications in original project plans have been instituted

which would reduce damages to fish and wildlife resources. However, under
the presently selected pian these damages would still be quite severe.

The selected plan would have both direct and indirect adverse impacts on
fish and wildlife resources. Direct impacts are primarily associated with
levee construction and associated borrow material excavation in wetlands.
The most serious indireact impacts involve inclusion of additional wetland
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areas in the hurricane levee system and subsequent elimination of these
' A habitats by forced drainage.

Within five years of the start of construction, the levee system would have
eliminated, via direct and indirect causes, 648 acres of fresh/intermediate
marsh, 911 acres of brackish/saline marsh, 1,357 acres of open water hab-
itat, and 261 acres of forested wetlands. However, as noted in the
Description of Habitats section of this report, wetland habitats are
already beiny converted, primarily to open water, via "patural forces" at a
very rapid rate. Under future without-project conditions, a loss of 627
acres of fresh/intermediate marsh, 558 acres of brackish/saline marsh, and
637 acres of forested wetlands 1is anticipated. The project would,
nevertheless, greatly accelerate the rate of loss of these wetland
habitats, causing a net annual loss of 215, 607, and 227 acres of
fresh/intermediate marsh, bhrackish/saline marsh, and forested areas,
respectively.

Conversely, levee and pasture habitat acreages would be significantly

increased (758 and 1,759 acres, respectively, on an annualized basis).

"heir value to important fish and wildlife resources is, however, miniscule
when compared to the value of marshes and forested wetlands which they
would displace.

Habitat Evaluation Procedures Analysis

A detailed discussion of the HEP analysis compl: ted for the selected plan
is available in planning aid letters dated March 26 and June 30, 1982
(Appendices D and E). That analysis of future without- and future with-

project habitat conditions showed a net annualized loss of 2,853 acres of
marsh, open water, and forested wetlands and a net annualized gain of
2,517 acres of levee and pasture (Tabls 7). When the HW's (Table 8),
assigned by a team of biologists r i resenting rhe NODCE, FWS, and
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fishcries (LIWE), were multiplied by
the various habitat acreages (Table 7), the result was a measure of the
number of HU's available by habitat tyme in t}i» future with- and future
without-project conditions (Table 9). In the analysis, it was assumed that
baseline (existing) HUV's for all habitat types would remain constant in
the future without-project condition. Similarly, future with-project HUV's
for marsh habitats, levee, and pasture were assumzd to be the same as
future without-project HUV's. Developed areas wer. considered to have no

" wildlife resource value. All of the future with-project open water areas
would be in the form of borrow pits, half of which woild be onclosed by the

leves and half of which would be ocontiquous with marshes outside the leveed

o . g

t‘.: area. It was assumed that the HIV of open water areas outside the leveed
aresa would remain constant; whereas, the HUVY of open water areas within the

F. levead area would be reduced by 50 percoent,  Accordingly, an average HWV of
-7 18.75, i.e., (25.00 +12.50) + 2, was applied to open witer in the future

. with project condition. ‘'The iUV of forestad wetlands remaining in the
r:‘:-
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future with-project condition is expected to decline to one-third of the
future without-project HW due to increased grazing by damestic livestock,
drainage, and destruction of adjacent marshes.

As indicated in Table 9, there would be a net annualized loss of 82,931
HU's in the future with-project condition, when compared to the future
without-project condition. The extremely high loss of HU's associated
with the project is a result of the direct and indirect destruction of
wetlands, and the significant reduction in the wildlife value of the
forested wetlands and open water habitat remaining within the levee system.

Man-Day/Monetary Analysis

As indicated in the Fishery Resources section of this report, it was as-
sumed, based on recent published reports, that any decline in marsh acre-
ages within the project area would result in a proportionate decline in
sport fishing and commercial estuarine-dependent finfish and shellfish
harvest. Figures in Table 2 indicate a 50 percent reduction in average
annual sport fishing and comrercial harvest in the future without-project
cundition. Applying the same analysis procedures to the future with-
project marsh habitat conditions and cumparing annualized sport fishing
and commercial harvest figures to future without-project figures indicated
that the project would cause an annualized loss of 3,286 man-days of sport
fishing, valued at nearly $13,000, and a 540,000-pound net average annual
reduction in commercial harvest of estuarine-dependent finfishes and
shellfishes, valued at over $133,000 (Table 10).

In estimating project impacts to sport hunting potential, commercial fur
harvest, and wildlife-oriented recreation, it was assumed, as with sport
fishing and commercial fishery harvest, that project-induced changes in
habitat acreages would result in directly nroportionate changes in man-days
of use and monetary value. The data jwesented in Table 11 indicate that
implementation of the selected plan would result in the net annual loss of
930 man-days of sport hunting, valued at over $8,000. In addition, the
project would cause the annual loss of over $4,320 in fur harvest and
wildlife-oriented recreation.

Endangered Species

In a June 9, 1981, letter (Appendix E) to the FWS, the Chief of the
NODCE's Planning Division requested a list of endangered and/or threatened
species, and species proposed for such listing, which might occur in the
project area. 1In a July 1, 1981, letter response (Appendix E) the FWS
indicated that no endangered or threatened species, nor species proposed
for such listing, were likely to reside in the project area. Accordingly,
no further endangered species coordination would be required for the
project, as proposed. No significant project changes, which might alter
that opinion, have occurred since that time.

-19-

L-11




*3seATey [eTOISUMDO JO Spunod pue (7 STqel ur pejelsush) punod 1ad ¢z°0$ 3O IONPOId G

*arqerTRAR 3bEeIse ysIiau [v303
pue (z o[qel ul pojerouab) ysiew Jo 91de Jad 3ISsATey [eTOIAUMKO JO spunod 6€°0G9 JO IONPOId ¥

*osn Butysty Ja0ds jJo shep-uaw pue (Z 3Tqel WO13) 06°€S$ JO IONPoId ‘g
‘aTqeITeAR SbreIoR ysimu [RIO3 pue (Z SIqel uoi1y) ainb1J sbesn sioe iad sAep-usml p Jo PONPOId 7

‘L a1qel ut sadA3 ysxaw [re Jo ums T

00€‘€ET— ¥S°0- £18°ZT- 98z ‘¢~ 18- abueyd BN
00Z‘92 0T°0 60S‘C £¥9 191 amd
00S ‘65T ¥9°0 zze'st 626°¢€ 286 domd pezTTenuuy
0 0 0 0 0 amd
000°09 ¥Z°0 veg’s 96%‘1 1 743 dami 9602
0 0 0 0 0 amd
00S‘LST €9°0 9TT’ST 9.8°¢ 696 amd 9202 & o
N
0 0 0 0 0 Ml ¢S
005’ LE2 S6°0 62L/2C 878°‘S LSy’ ami 9661
0 0 0 0 0 ami
g 005°252Z 10°1 0z’ %2 9¢Z‘9 . 655°1 domi 1661
(-
S 000 08T ZL 0 09TLT 00v'v 00T'T ami
” 005212 60°1 9£092 9,99 699°T domMd 9861
‘-A.
3 000°STE 9Z°1 €€z’0¢ ZsL'L 8c6°1 amd
w. 000’STE 9z°1 gez'oe ZeL’L 86’1 domi  GL6T
”\ (sxer1op) (spunod (srerrop)  (sAep-uew)
& anteA Jo suoT{ITW) anreA ssf
_... 1S9ATPH 1saATeH putysta butystg (Seox1N) Jeak j8brey
_... TeToIaUMD) TeTOoIaMD) Jaodsg 3aods ysiau (el
ﬁ.. S v £ 4 T
- SaUSTI9ys
-‘.. pue saysijuljy ucwmxu&wﬂ\twcﬂuguww HOHQ.: JO onjeA pue JIsaAIRy [ETOIAUMDO pue anTea pue asn
: butysty 310ds (dMI) 3I0efoad-y3am aamany pue (domd) 3Ic©foad-InOYy3zm aminy jJo uostreduo) Q1 arqel
-...
f~
; I X ..~ ..- -u. -.n .u.l.- ... | .\u.\ -\n .-n\. : ‘ ... ... -.. o N .... | j + N r -.- [ M PN -- ‘.15. - .‘.-. nn. --. ‘-..4 - .\..\.-. {-..Q -.- .-< - 1 —.. ... ‘s .-, “e ..- ... N " - ... . L .. ... .-- [y ~..-..o-..-.--¢..-..-.- J--, - _(\*
w-u.. . ... R o DAY .c\f. --c ) » .H..\-\J "y ..... .\... ,.. .ﬂ..... .,.-. » 9 f . J\F-v.-.-\.-_-un...- W c... Y . <..--..- o N, ...- ...\. .....-..... AL ...4... Y ......-.. .., . ... B IR (\I ‘@ -H Fd




*(Q xtpusddy) 193391 pre butuuerd ‘zggl ‘92 UoIeW ul pajussaad
areuotjex xad se ‘y9°() Aq poonpel sem 2anb13 2i1oe iad anleA Syl SpueliIamM PoISSIo]
sntea butArdrarnw Aq pasatisq g
‘2861 ‘92 yoxelW uTr pojussaad
SU} spuelam pPI3SaI0] UT dMJ
[e303 butdidrarrw Aq peatrisg b
‘7861 ‘9¢ yoIEW Ul pojusssad
Syl spubliam pS3Salo] ul dmd
1e303 ButArdiarrw Aq peatreq ¢
‘7861 ‘97 UoTeW UT psjussaxd
SU3 spuellam poS31S310] Ul dMJI
12303 butAidritnw Aq paatasq

Ut dM4 103 !sbeoioe psziTenuue AQ 9 SIqe] Woly 2Inbry =10 1ad

* (@ xtpusddy) 193397 pre burtuuerd

sleuotiel 1ad se ‘;9°g Aq poonpai sem aanbrl o1oe iad ontea

I03] !{sbeoioe pezlTeENUUR Aq G 3[R WOIJ 2anbr3y aioe 1ad sniea
*(Q XTpuaddy) 133391 pre butuuerd

oTeucTlel 1ad Se ‘)9°(0 A peonpol sem 2anbr] saoe iad sniea

103 {obesioe pozrrenUUR AQ } SIqe] Woij 2anb13J 2a0e 3ad anjea
*(g XTpuaddy) Jo3391 pre burtuuerd

aTeRUOTIRI 12d Se ‘/9°( Agq poonpal sem aanbry aioe iad Aep-ueu
103 fobesioe poziTenuue AQ § Slgel wolj aianbry ai1oe 1ad sAep-uru

14
"L 9Tqel uwoag "1

6¥0‘1- obueyd BN TEI0L
L22- sbueyo 38N
79¢ (PoZTTenuuY ) dMd
68Y% (Pez1Tenuuy ) doMd
SpueIlaM pe3Ise®J

L09- abueyo 19N
8L (Poz1TRNUUY ) dM]
589 (pez1TReNnUUY ) dOM
UsIel surtres/ysrtioeid

1 Vi sbueyd 39N
€8 (pPezZ1TeNUUY ) dMA
86¢ (pozZT TPnUUY ) JOMA

USITeW 93eTPawIajul /ysald

(sTeTop) (sae1Top) (S2e7TOoP) ( sKep-uew)

s3I0y

TeT3Ua30d mcﬁqsca sadA3 je3tqed

SNTeA UOT3eoIdold

anyea yo3eo
BoqUSTI0-23 TTPTIM

anTea butjuny

siajaueied pojelel SITIPIM DPOIOSISS I0J SUOIZTPUOCO e3tqey (dMi) 3oeloxd
-y3™ a2anmngy pue (domd) 3oefoad-noyim aamiangy 103 senrea Axejsuoul/Aep-ue Jo uostIedup) °11 91gel

=01~
c-21




W

DISCUSSION
General

As previously indicated, certain modifications in the original project
plans have been instituted which would reduce damages to fish and wildlife
resources. However, under the presently selected plan unavoidable adverse
impacts would still be severe. 'The most serious of these impacts involve
enclosing significant wetland areas within the hurricane levee system and
subsequently eliminating these habitats via forced drainage and conversion
to levee, pasture, and various levels of more intensive development.

As indicated in the Description of Habitats section of this report, wetland
habitats, particularly marsh, in the project area are being lost through
saltwater intrusion, subsidence, and other "natural forces" at a very
rapid rate; project construction would greatly accelerate this rate of
loss. 1In comparison to future without-project conditions, project
implementation would cause a net annualized loss of 1,049 acres of wetland
habitats. Conversely, anticipated increases in levee and pasture habitat
acreages would add lLittle to the fish and wildlife value of the project
area.

The non-monetary, habitat-based analysis (i.e., HEP analysis) of project im—
pacts to fish and wildlife resources indicated a net annualized loss of
82,931 HU's. Measured in conventional, monetary terms, the project would
cause an average annual reduction of 3,286 man-days of sport fishing
{valued at nearly $13,000), 540,000 pounds in commercial harvest of
estuarine-dependent finfishes and shellfishes (valued at over $133,000),
930 man-days of sport hunting (valued at over $8,000), and over $4,300 in
fur harvest and wildlife-oriented recreation.

Inherent in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act is the concept that un-
avoidable project-induced impacts, resulting from a Federal project of this
type, be offset via mitigacion. Mitigation, as definud by the President's
Council on Environmental Quality in the Regulations For Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, can
include:

(a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain
action or parts of an action; (b) minimizing impacts by
limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation; (c) rectifying the impact by repairing,
rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

(d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by pre-
servation and maintenance operations during the life of

the action; and (e) compensating for the impact by replacing
or providing substitute resources or environments.

Avoiding the adverse impacts. totally, via the no action alternative, is ap-
parently not acceptable to NODCE and local interests. Minimizing adverse
impacts by excluding marsh and wooded wetlands from the area to be enclosed
by the levee is also not acceptable to local interests. Since the wetlands
to be enclosed would likely be drained and grazed, or converted to a higher
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land use, there is no opportunity to rehabilitate, restore, or preserve and
manage the affected environment.

Mitigation Options

After consideration of all of the various mitigation options listed above,
only two appear viable and acceptable to NODCE and local interests. Those
options, both involving offsite mitigation, include land acquisition and
management or management of existing publicly-owned fish and wildlife
habitat.

The FWS considers the wetland habitats to be impacted in the project area
to be of relatively high value for the evaluation species used in the HEP
analysis. Further, those habitats are becoming scarce on both a National
and Statewide basis. Such criteria place the wetland habitats of the pro-
ject area within Resource Category 2, according to the FWS's Mitigation
Policy published in the Federal Register on January 23, 198l. That
category carries with it the mitigation goal of "No Net Loss of In-Kind
Habitat Value." Accordingly, that goal would apply to whichever mitigation
~ption were ultimately selected. .

The FWS Mitigation Policy also lists means and measures for compensating
for unavoidable project-induced impacts in the general order and priority
in which they should be recommended. First on that list are management ac-
tivities to increase habitat values of existing areas, with project lands
and nearby public lands receiving priority.

A tract of publicly-owned property, the Pointe-au~Chien Wildlife
Management Area, lies just west of the project area and, as is the case
with most coastal Louisiana wetlands, it is deteriorating rapidly from
saltwater intrusion and subsidence. The area is sorely in need of a water
management program which would halt, or at least retard, the rapid rate of
wetland loss. Such a program, if properly designed, constructed, operated,
and maintained, could increase and/or maintain the habitat value of the
area to fish and wildlife resources over that which would be expected in
the future if no management program were implemented. The benefit in in-
creased habitat value could be used to offset the loss in habitat value
which would result from implementation of the proposed hurricane protection
levee.

Management of such public lands is totally consistent with the FWS
Mitigation Policy, is one of the two remaining viable mitigation options,
and is critically needed for maintenance of valuable publicly-owned fish
and wildlife habitat. Accordingly, the FWS is supporting this mitigation
option; the specifics of managing this area to offset project-induced
impacts is discussed in the following sections of the report.

Mitigation Via Management of Pointe-au-Chien Wildlife Management Area
Lands

To evaluate the adequacy of the management program being proposed for the
Pointe-au-Chien Wildlife Management area in mitigating the project-induced
losses of yish and wildlife resources, a HEP analysis was performed on the
area s~lected for management. The analysis initially involved rating the
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existing habitat juality of the area proposed for management using the same
evaluation species usl 1a the HEP analysis of project impacts.
Subsequentiy, the anal,;sis was expanded to include an estir - of the

future gquality and guantity of habitat in the area without a2 .nagement
program (1i.e., the most probanls future without-management condition) and
an estimate of the future guadity and quantity of habitat in the area under
a proposed management progrvan (i.a. . the most probable future with-manage-
ment condition). 2Assuml.g the management program ylielded some benefit to
fish and wildlife habitat, in [uility and/or quantity, the difference
(measured in averag: annual habitat -wits) between the future without-
management conditicn and the future with-management condition would yield a
measure of benefit from management which could be used to cffset (if
sufficient habitat unjits were produced via the management program)
project-induced damag:s.

Similarly, a man-dav/monetary analysis of human 2ses of fish and wildlife
resources was p2.orwed to measure the difference between the future
without- and future with-management plan for the mitigation area. Just as
in the HEP analysis, any human-use benefits (measured in man-days and/or
dollars) generated f(rom the mitigation plan could be used to mitigate
losses in those values which resulted from implementation of the hurricane
protection project.

Baseline and Future Without-Management Conditions of Mitigation Area

The area selected for nmwnagement as mitigation is an approximately 4,600-
acre triangular-shaped marsh unit on the Pointe-~au-Chien Wildlife
Management Area (Figure 3). The Unitad Gas Pipeline borders the area on
the northwest; the St. Louis Canal and Bayou Pointe-au-Chien form the
southwestern border; and Grand Bayou Canal, Grand Bayou, and Cutoff Canal
form the eastern border of the unit (Figure 4).

Using the FWS's HEP analysis, previously described, habitat quality and
quantity were established 137 Laseline and future without-management condi-
tions within the proposcd mitigation area. Just as with estimating
project-induced impacts, ~iw» 1976 version of the HEP was used. The same
evaluation species wer: usxd in this analysis as those used in evaluating
fish and wildlife losses i@ to the project. Four habi o types (i.e.,
fresh/intermediate mairsh, brackish/saline marsh, open water, and upland
developed) were identificd within the mitigation area.

A number of randomly selccted points within these habitat types were chosen
as sample sites. A teamn of bicloyists representing the NODCE, the LDWF,
and the FWS visited the sites and rated the habitat suitability (habitat
unit value) of the various habitats for the selected evaluation species.
Field data sheets for specific sample sites and assigned baseline-habitat
unit values are available for review at the Lafayette, Louisiana, field
office of the FWS. For analysis purposes, the habitat unit values were
assumed to remain coustant over project life in the future without-
management. condition. Those values are listed in Table 12.
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Table 12. Habitat unit values of mitigation area for baseline and future

without-management condition

Habitat type Habitat unit value
Fresh/Intermediate Marsh 57.25
Brackish/Saline Marsh 39.00
Open Water 25,00
Upland 7.50

As a result of many factors, of which subsidence and saltwater intrusion
are the most significant, habitats in the mitigation area are changing at a
rapid rate. Information developed by Wicker (1980) and habitat maps
generated for the years 1956 and 1978 were used to predict future without-
management changes in habitat acreages within the mitigation area over the
life of the project. For analysis purposes, it was assumed that future
habitat changes within the mitigation area would continue to occur at the
same rate that occurred during the period 1956 to 1978 within the entire
area covered by the 1:24,000 scale Lake Bully Camp, Louisiana, topographic
map(a majority of the mitigation area is contained within this map). Based
on that assumption, future without-management habitat changes within the
mitigation area were computed over the 100-year life of the project (Table
13).

Management Program for Mitigation Area

The ultimate goal in managing the selected mitigation area is to increase
fish and wildlife habitat quality and/or quantity above that which would re-
sult without management. Within the selected mitigation area, many of the
natural and man-made levees have deteriorated allowing rapid marsh
degradation from saltwater intrusion. Extensive petroleum and sulfur
mining-related boat traffic within perimeter waterways has contributed to
erosion of banks and rapid breakup of the marsh, especially on the eastern
border of the mitigation area. Compounding the problem of saltwater
intrusion is the gradual loss of marsh via subsidence, a problem which is
generally plaguing all of coastal Louisiana.

In order to slow the trend of marsh loss and/or conversion to more saline
marsh types (estimated to be occurring at an average rate of 3 percent per
year in the proposed mitigation area), specific structural features are
being proposed for the mitigation area. These features involve levee
construction and the installation of water control structures at strategic
locations »-ound the perimeter of the mitigation area.
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The first -lement of rhe witigation plan invclyves the construction of a le-
vee along Grand Bayou and Jutoff Canal and improvement of an existing levee
along the Grand Bay.u Canal, forming the eastern border of the unit (Figure
4). The la2vee would be set back 50 feet from the edge of the waterways.
Initially, the lovee would be built to a h2ight of +6 feet mean sea level,
with an expected subsidence of 2 feet.  According to NOUCE data, the +4
foot elevation wonid b sufticien "0 protect against most incoming high
tides. Additional i11fts to be added to the leovee, plus continued
maintenance, woinid extend th- Coactional 1ife of the levee to 100 years.

The scecond elem nt of the mitigation plan involves the installation of
three fixed-lovel weirs along the reach of the newly constructed levee.
The weirs would be constructe] of timber and would have a crest elevation
of 0.6 feet holow marsh-floor elevation. These weirs would maintain a
minimum water level inside the mitigation area and buffer saltwater
intrusion from normal tidal exchange, while still allowing movement of
estuarine organisms into and out of the marsh during above-normal tidal
surges. The northernmost welr would be located near the confluence of
vrand Bayou and the Grand Bayou Canal across an opening 85 feet wide. The
second (middle) weir would be along urind Bayou, about midway along the
levee, across an opening 25 feet wide. The southern-most weir would be
along Cutoff Canal, approximataly 4,000 feet scuth of the sccond weir,
across an opaning 35 feet wide,

With those features in place, water levels and salinities are expected to
stabilize (Chabreck, Hcar, and larrick 1978) and, over the long term,
salinities are expected to decrease. Within the first growing season after
construction, unvegetated open wator areas woinld begin to support aquatic
vegetation such as Furasian watermilfoil, fanwort, and widgeongrass (person-
al communication, Allan Ensminger, T« iiana Departient of Wildlife and
Fisheries, August 17, 1982:. As saliniti.-. in the marsh area decrease, and
with improved water-level control, annhual grasses (v.3., wild millet and
fall panicum) and sedges (2.g., leafy threesquare) would kxgin to invade.

. Utilization of marsh and open water in the mitigation area by fish and
wildlife would increase. Stabilizad water levels would improve habitat
conditions for furbearers such as nutria, muskrat, river otter, and
alligator by allowing water to remain in interior canals even during
drought conditions and by increasing the production of desirable food

P plants (Chabreck and Hotfpauilr 1965). Wintering waterfowl would greatly
- benefit from the stabilized water levels and increasad sabmergent and amer-
258 gent aquatic vegetation (Spiiler and Chabreck 1975). Although weirs may
P hinder the movemaent of certain estuarine species (2.q., croakers and
r - E ;
Y enaeid shrimp) to and from marsh aroas (Herke 1978), the benafit to accrue
P.n N . . N 1 .

. from the proposad weirs in reaucing marsh 1nse should groatrly outweigh such
. . Prog ‘ 7 E ) y

e anticipated ovroblems.,  dbimatly hontors, fishermes:, and trappers would
e py L * R . . E[ .

. greatly bencfit from racreas 1 ousage of the mitiaation area by fish and
~ wildlife and by the maliatenance of minimum witer levels which would
facilitate acoess withio the area.
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Future with-Managemont Condition of Mitigation Area

In order to estimate the ben=fit of the proposed mitigation plan, certain
basic assumptions were made relative to anticipated changes in habitat
quality and guantity that would result from the proposed management plan.
It was assumed that only the portion of the habitat loss attributable tc
saltwater intrusion would be halted by implementation of the proposed
management scheme. Habitat loss due to regional subsidence would continue,
unaffected by the proposed management program. Accordingly, to project
habitat losses due to subsidence within the mitigation area in the future
with-management scenario, the rate of habitat loss that occurred fram 1956
to 1978 within an ar-a located northwest of the mitigation area (included
in the 1:24,000-scal~ Bourg, Louisiana, topographic map) was applied to the
mitigation area. ‘inat area is believed to be experiencing land loss due to
subsidence and mineral exploration, only. It was concluded that projecting
habitat loss due *to the exploration of petroleum products could be more
accurately accomplistexd by using historic trends within the 1:24,000-scale
Lake Bully Camp, Louisiana, topographic map (the map which contains the
bulk of the mitigation area). By applying those loss rates, and estimates
of habitat benefits to accrue from management (discussed below), anticipat-
ed changes in habitat acreages within the mitigation area for the future
with-management scenario were tabulated (Table 14). These figures were
presented for target years 1984 (baseline), 1985 (date of completion of
structural mitigation features), 1990 (date at which increases in HUV's are
anticipated for the fresh/intermediate and open water habitats), 1995,
2010, 2035, and 2085 (the end of functional project life).

It was assumed (based on the previous description of anticipated habitat
changes under management) that habitat quality (HUV) of the fresh/
intermediate marsh and open water areas would improve within five years
after completion of the structural mitigation features. For analysis
purposes, it was assumed that the HUV for fresh/intermediate marsh would,
within five years, be 61.25, the average HW of intermediate marsh sites
sampled (reference section titled Baseline and Future Without-Management
Conditions of Mitigation Area) within the mitigation area (Table 15).
Based on a description of anticipated increases in aquatic vegetation and
reduced salinities in open water areas, provided by Allan Ensminger of the
LDWF (personal communication, August 17, 1982), the interagency group
estimated that the HUV for open water would reach 44.60 five years after
implementation of the mitigation project (Table 15). The HUV's of
remaining habitats (i.e., brackish/saline marsh and upland) were assumed to
remain constant over the life of the mitigation project. Finally, it was
assumed that within five years after construction {(between 1985 and 1990)
all remaining brackish/saline marsh would convert to fresh/intermediate
marsh (Table 14).
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Table 15. Habitat unit wvaiues of mitigation area for baseline and © iture-

with management scenario (FWMs)

Habitat type Baseline FWMS
Fresh/Intermediate Marsh 57.25 61.25
Brackish/Saline Marsh 39.00 39.00
Open Water 25.00 44.60
Upland 7.50 7.50

The product of the HUV's (Table 12 and 15) and the habitat acreages (Tables
13 and 14) in the future without- and future with-management conditions,
respectively, yielded a measure (HU's) of the habitat quality and quantity
under either condition (Table 16). Assuming that the future with-
management condition produces HU's in excess of that available in the
future without-management condition, the net annualized difference in HU's
between these two conditions is attributable to the management program im-
plemented. That net difference, if equal in quantity to the net annualized
loss in HU's attributable to the hurricane protection project, would serve
as mitigation for the project.

As in the project impact assessment, a man-day/monetary analysis of the
future without- and future with-management scenario of the proposed
mitigation area was also performed (Table 17). This analysis measured the
tangible impacts upon human uses of fish, wildlife, and related
recreational resources of the mitigation area. It was assumed that
per/acre man-day/monetary estimates for various uses remained constant
under the future without-management condition. Per/acre man-day estimates
for the future with-management condition were assumed to follow the same
trend as the HUV changes projected for that condition. In other words,
since the brackish/saline marsh HUV did not increase with management, the
per/acre man-day estimates were assumed to remain constant under that

. scenario over project life. Since the HUV of fresh/intermediate marsh was
LP. estimated to increase by 7 percent under the with-management scenario, the
- per/acre man-day estimate was also assumed to increase by that degree over

project life. That same rationale was used in computing changes in fur

harvest and wildlife-oriented recreation values for the future with- and

future without-management conditions. 1In estimating the impact of

management on sport fishing and commercial fishery harvest, it was assumed

T that harvest was directly related to the available marsh acreage
(annualized) over project life.
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Due to the proeximit, 0 .. propesed mitigation ar2a to the hurricane
protection lcvee projest area and to the vory nature of the estimates of
baseline commercial fishery and fur harvest rates and sport fishing and
hunting and wildlife-oriented recreation jxotentials, baseline figures
(reference Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6) for the project area were applied to
the mitigation area. The unit monetarvy values of sport and commercial fish
and wildlife harvests and recreatinad nses were assumad to remain oconstant
over project Life.  Jus® as with the Hidb analysis, if the future with-
management scenario produces human-use values (i.e., man-days and/or
monetary value) I1n exoess of that available in the future-without
manag=mant condition, ‘he nei aanualized difference can be applied as
compensation for losses in those values which would result from
implementation of the hurricane protection project.

CONCLUSIONS

Although wetland habitats, particularly marsh, in the project area are be-
ing los!t throuagh saltwater intrusion, subsidence, and other "nmatural

coes™ at a very rapid rate, construction of the proposed hurricane protec-
tion Y>ver would cause losses in wetland habitats substantially in excess
of that which would be expected to occur in the future without-project
condition. The proposed project should not adversely impact endangered or
threatened species, nor species proposad for such listing, since none are
expected to occur in the project area. The project will, however, cause a
net annualized loss of 822 acres of marsh and 227 acres of forested
wetlands and, concomitantly, have a significant adverse impact on the fish
and wildlife resources which those habitats support. The habitat-based
analysis (i.e., HEP analysis) of project impacts to those resources
indicated a not annualized loss of 82,2%1 HU's. Measured in conventional,
monetary t2rms, the project would cause an average annual loss of 540,000
pounds of commercoial fishery harves' valued at over $133,000; 3,286
man-dayz of spoct fishing valuad at nearly $13,000; nearly 930 man-days of
sport hunting valued at over $8,000; over $2,500 in fur harvest; and over
$1,800 in wildlife-oriented recreation.,

Since wvroject modifications to eliminate these adverse impacts to fish and
wildlife resources havae beon deemed impractical or undesirable from the
view point of the construction agency and’/or the local sponsors, the only
acceptable alternative to ensure equal consideration of fish and wildlife
resources would be to provide off -site mitigation for those "unavoidable"
projoct-induced impacts. Consistent. with the mitigation policy established
by the FWs, a tract of pahlicly-owned property on the Pointe-au-Chien
Wildlife Management Area has been sceloctoad for management, with the goal of
improving habitat quality and/or guantity above that which would occur in
the futura, without any structiarsxd management program.  If the management
progran were suecessial, this improved oondition, measured in both HJ's and
in human -use values, would gerve to mitigat> or comprensate for unavoidable
project dama s to simdlar hatit s,

The HEP analyvais oertormed on the propos~t mitigation area indicated that
implemraatat i, overation, and maintenanes of a sound, struactural manage-
ment proaoas conbd prodiaee an averag annual exesss of 831,577 HU's {(Table
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161, Phat oxoess o ool pa oy o asare for o prodect-induced
il Loss ob 30, s By avlons ) reteronceidl, hiowever, analysis of
Tae Lnpast Of  CHee Do tdcdernt DrOG T O A - Ao van o (i.e.,
o -day twonetary anals o s inlicatesd thar o perogran would s 1n its
Wwilley to counpersar s Do o progect sinaacexd Tosses or 0 ose values
“Tabiaas U0, U1, o and b0 Approxiamatoely 405,000 pounds of the over
320,000 -pound annual loss of sawereial fishery harvest o and only 2,400 of
the noarly 3,300 nmun-days of spaors Crshing lost annually as a result of the

project would be coplaced via he mitigation plan. Even after
saplementation of tne proposal nenagoaaent plan, then, a significant deficit
ta Joasti’l Loulsiani': soors Tisninyg potoential and commercial fishery
harvest would —oxist e o dlmplepentation of the hurricane pretection
project. Joaversery, stort hunting ooeential and its attendant monetary
value, producad via the mitijrion plan, would almost double sport hunting
potentials which would o 105" with project implementation. Nearly four
times the loss in tur hiarvest value assoclated with the hurricane
protection pro . wonnd oo reglaced by the witigation plan, while
increased wildl. fe-wuricntead rocrcation values produced under the
mitigation plan would > slight'; below that required to fully compensate
for those values lost ' rough roiaxct construction.

It has been conciuded, then, that the proposed natigation plan, if imple-
mented simultancously «with rencwxd projoct construction, would in most
respects adequately comp-ensate for preject-induced losses to fish and
wildlife resources. It has boen Jurther concluded that much of the Pointe-
au-Chien Wildlife Manigemont Area ouatside of the proposed mitigation area
(approximately 23,000 acr-s) will continu: to deteriorate and be lost to
subsidence and erosion at an «=ver incr-casing rate. Inasmuch as this
continued marsh loss 1s a primary result of 2liminating freshwater and
sediment transport due to levee construction along the Lower Mississippi
River and, in particular, olimination of gayou Lafourche as a distributary
of the Mississippi River, it would seem appropriate to support, via project
funding, enhancement of that vortion of the Wildlife Management Area not
proposed for inclusion o the mit gal 10i Propos.. | such enhancement is
provided for via the . sral WNater Project Rex . . .on Act, Public Law
89-72, as amended (16 U.s... 460 - 1 (12), et seq.). In this case, the Act
would provide that initia. wuplementation costs of the enhancement program
for sport fish and wildlife resources be cost-shared on a 75 percent
Federal and 25 percent non-Federal basis. 1In addition, non-Federal
interests would assume all costs for operation, maintenance, and
replacement of structural enhancement features. Present reporting
deadlines do not allow additional discussion of the need for such an
enhancement prograim nor the managemaent concept which would generate
enhancement benefits; therefor2, expansion of the enhancement concept will
be included in the Final Ccordination Act Report for this project.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on a raview of the currently selected] plan for the Larose to Golden

Meadow, Louisiana, Hurrican2 Protection Project, the WS recommends that
the following measures, mary of which wer: contained in past letter reports
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dealing with this pro;-c., e g 'ementyd to ensure equal consideration of
fish and wildlife resour.x:.";

1. The levee south of Yankee Canal and east of Bayou Lafourche
shall be realigned to, as nearly as possible, follow the nat-
ural levee along Bayou Lafourche (Aipyendix A, Figure 2).

2. In the Clovelly Farms area (Appendix C, Figure 1):

a. all borrow material shall be obtained from upland sources
or from existing borrow canals, and

b. the enclesure of the triangle of marsh near the northwest
~orner of Clovelly Farms shall be deleted from project
plans.

3. In the LL&E are=a {(Appenaix C, Figure 1):

a. no horrow rtaterial shall be removed from intermediate
marsh, brackish marsh, or forested wetlands,

b. the proposed levee seguent. iocated north of Centerline
Staticn 224+00 shall be moved west of its present alinement
to avoid destruction of forzsted wetlands along the Bayou
Raphael ridge,

c. the proposed levee segment located between Baseline
Stations 66+63 and 77+38 shall be realigned approximately
170 feet to the east to avoid impacts on nesting cover at
a wading bird resting colony lorated in that segment, and

d. oconstruction axtivity shal' we prohibited between Baseline
Stations 29+00 and 09:00 . iing the period of February 15
to August 15 of each yrar in order o minimize disturbance
of the wading bhird rookervy.

4. The leve~ north of Breton Canal and @ast of Bayou Lafourche
shall be realigned to exclude the nearly 1,700 acres of
wetlands in that area from levee protection, or water control
structures, that would remain open during normal water periods
to allow for tidal exchanges through the levee system, shall be
constructed in the proposad lovee to prescrve the integrity of
those wotlands Appendix 0, plate 1, reference Potential
Mitigation Araal,

5. 1f the above recomvendations cnot x implemented as an inte-
gral part of this havioans protaotion project, the full extent
of unavoidabl advorae lapacts to fish and wildlife resources
shall be mi:igat-i via implerentation of the wator management
plan for -0 tante-an-Thien Wildlife Management Area, as out-
lined 1 the text oY this report, concurrently with
const oction of the hairicans protection proiject,
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In view of the fact that the remainder of the wetlar ' of the
Pointe-au-Chien Wildlife Management Area not propos . for
inclusion under the mitigation proposal will conti...e to
detericrate at an ever increasing rate, a program to enhance
the fish and wildlife habitat of that area shall be
implemented, as provided for in the Federal Water Project
Recreation Act, Public Law 89-72, as amended. That enhancement
proposal is being developed cooperatively by the FWS and the
LDWF, in consultation with the National Marine Fisheries
Service,
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$ United States Department of the Interior
5 FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

17 EXECUTIVE PARK DRIVE, N, E.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30329

July 3, 1975

-District Engineer
- U.S. Army Corps of Fngineers
Y New Orleans, Louisiana

Qu: Dear Sir:

e Reference is made to our letter dated December 10, 1974, prepared in
a0 response to public notice LMNED-DL (Levee Construction Larose to Golden
. Meadow Hurricane Protection project), dated November 1, 1974. In our
letter, you were informed that prior Fish and Wildlife Service reports
did not adequately assess the damages to fish and wildlife resources
associated with the valuable coastal wetlands within the project area
and that a revised report would be prepared with a view toward mini-
mizing destruction of these resources. This revised report is submitted
in accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). 4

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection project
(formerly Grand Isle, Louisiana, and vicinity Hurricane Protection
e project) was authorized by Public Law 89-298, 82th Congress, and approved
e October 27, 1965. The project area extends along both banks of Bayou
. Lafourche from Larose, Louisiana, to approximately 2 miles south of
. Golden Meadow, Louisiana, (figure 1). The project is divided into six
2 sections. The dredging work within these units consists of construction
L of approximately 4 miles of new levees, enlargement of about 41 miles
- of existing non-Federal levees, and construction of 2 navigable flood-
Q; control structures in Bayou Lafourche near Larose and Golden Meadow,
S Louisiana. The existing non-Federal Tevee will be enlarged by placing
o~ material along the new levee centerline in a series of 1ifts which will
R either straddle the existing levee or be located adjacent to it. In
- areas where levees are not present, material will be placed in the marsh
o along the new levee centerline in a series of lifts. Throughout most of
: the project reach, the borrow areas will be located on the protected
side of the new levee; however, two sections will utilize borrow areas
Je located outside the new levee,.
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RESOURCES WITHOUT THE PRNJECT

Fish and wildlife values vary from section to section, therefore, these
resources will be described separately.

Cection A

The western portion of this section contains some brackish marsh but
has been extensively diked and drained. Construction of this portion
is under way. Fish and wildlife resources in this segment are con-
sidered low to moderate.

The eastern portion of this section, which lies south of Yankee Canal
and east of Bayou Lafourche, contains approximately 2,700 acres of
brackish marsh' and associated tidal ponds and streams (fiqure 1).
Predominant veqetation in this marsh is saltmeadow cordgrass (Sgartina
atens), saltmarsh cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), and saltgrass
Eﬁ1st1chlis spicata). Decaying veqetation 1s transported by tidal
action from the marsh to the ponds and tidal creeks of the area, thereby
supplying detritus and nutrients valuable in the maintenance of a high
level of biological productivity. The undrained wetlands in this
project segment provide suitable habitat for numerous juvenile and
adult fishes and shellfishes. Included amona these are spotted seatrout,
sand seatrout, Atlantic croaker, black drum, red drum, spot, southern
kingfish, silver perch, sheepshead, spadefish, southern flounder, sea
catfish, gafftopsail catfish, striped mullet, menhaden, blue crab,
brown shrimp, and white shrimp. Other organisms used as food by sport
and commercial fishes are also found in the project area including mud
crabs, bay anchovy, grass shrimp, and killifishes. The marshes and
open-water areas of this project segment are also capable of providing
life support elements to herons, egrets, ibises, bitterns, rails,
muskrats, river otter, nutria, raccoon, and mink. Migratory waterfowl
found in and adjacent to the project area include American coot, pin-
tail, mallard, American widgeon, mottled duck, blue-winged teal, green-
winged teal, gadwall, lesser scaup, ring-necked duck, and northern
shoveller. The Golden Meadow Floodgate spoil stockpile area, which
comprises over 15 acres, is located immediately adjacent to this area
and is also composed of brackish marsh.

. Section C
f’?;' A large portion of the wetlands in this project segment have been
E;= extensively diked and drained. However, approximately 850 acres of

- 1. Chabreck, R. H., "Vegetation, Water and Soil Characteristics of the
‘2 Louisiana Coastal Zone." Louisiana Agricultural Fxperiment Station
?;\ Bulletin No. 664. 1972,
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coastal shallow and deep fresh marsh and wooded swamp2 in the Belle
Amie area remain relatively unaltered (figure 1). Dominant vegetation
in the area consists of bulltongue (Sagittaria falcata), while other
common perennials include cattail (Typha spp.) and southern bulrush
(Scirpus californicus). Dwarf spikerush (Eleocharis parvula) and annual
grasses and sedges, valuable as waterfowl food, are also abundant. This
area supports numerous wildlife species including snowy egrets, great
egrets, little blue herons, night herons, black-necked stilts, ibises,
clapper rails, gallinules, Forster's terns, and lesser yellowlegs.
Migratory waterfowl, seasonally abundant in this area, include mallard,
pintail, American widgeon, gadwall, blue-winged teal, green-winged teal,
mottled duck, and Americag coot. The American alligator, presently listed
as an endangered species,” also inhabits this area. Suitable habitat is
also provided for nutria, muskrat, raccoon, mink, and river otter,
Through tidal action and surface runoff, nutrients and detritus are
transported from these wetlands to adjacent estuarine waters. These
wetlands therefore contribute to the production of important sport

and commercial finfishes and shellfishes. Estuarine organisms tolerant
of low salinities, such as blue crab and striped mullet, are also found
in this area.

Local interests have applied for a Department of the Army permit,
LMNOD-SP (Lafourche Parish Wetlands)20, to construct and maintain

levees and a closure dam that would result in the reclamation of these
wetlands. However, the Fish and Wildlife Service, in a letter dated
January 16, 1975, recommended that the permit be denied. The permit

has not been issued, and we have assumed, for purposes of our evaluation
of the effects of the project, that it will not be issued.

Sections B, D, E, and F

Wetlands of these project segments have been extensively diked and
drained. Relatively small undrained portions of these segments consist
of coastal shallow and deep fresh marsh and wooded swamp (wetlands
types 12, 13, and 7), and provide essential life support elements to
wildlife species common to the Belle Amie area previously described.

2. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, "Wetlands
of the United States,"” Circular 39. Issued 1956. Reissued 1971,

3. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, "United
States List of Endangered Fauna." May 1974.

C-45
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RESOURCES WITH THE PROJECT

Section A

Construction of the project as currently planned will have a major
adverse and irreversible impact on valuable fish and wildlife resources
in the eastern portion of this project segment. Levee closure and
subsequent drainage will destroy approximately 2,700 acres of valuable
brackish marsh with a corresponding loss of attendant fish and wildlife.

Section C

Accomplishment of the work as proposed in the Belle Amie area of this
project segment would have severe adverse impacts on fish and wildlife
resources. An estimated 750 acres of valuable freshwater marsh and

100 acres of wooded swamp would be segmented from the surrounding
wetlands and would be eventually drained and converted to agricultural,
residential, and commercial uses. The value of the enclosed area to
wetland wildlife species would be virtually eliminated and its fishery
resource value destroyed.

Sections B, D, E, and F

Completion of these project segments will eventually lead to the drainage
of the relatively small undrained wetland areas in these segments with

a corresponding 1oss of their wildlife value. However, opportunities

for project modifications which would greatly reduce these losses are
negligible.

DISCUSSION

Harris, in 3 study of Louisiana estuarine-dependent commercial fishery
production,” stated his belief that high-priced fishes and shellfishes
(seatrout, crabs, shrimp, and oysters) are presently undergoing maximum
commercial exploitation. He also believes that total production has
peaked and will decline in proportion to the acreage of marshland lost
to forces such as subsidence, erosion, saltwater intrusion, drainage,
hurricane protection projects, pollution, or industrial and housing

4. Harris, A. H., "Louisiana Estuarine Dependent Commercial Fishery
Production and Values," (Regional Summary and WRPA-9 and WRPA-10
Analysis of Production and Habitat Requirements). Unpublished report
prepared for U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Water Resources Division, St. Petersburg, Florida.
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developments. The results of other studies® of coastal Louisiana have
shown that its wetlands are now being lost at the alarming rate of over
16.5 square miles per year. This loss is attributed to subsidence,
compaction, erosion, and construction activities, and has been greatly
accelerated by the construction of flood-control levees and reservoirs
throughout the Mississippi River system. In view of this loss, it is
imperative that all responsible agencies strive to preserve as much
marshland as possible in order to mitigate the impact of this loss on
activities such as commercial and sport fishing, hunting, and fur
production.

Although the Fish and Wildlife Service is not opposed to the protection
of developed areas from damaging floods, we cannot condone the unnecessary
reclamation of thousands of acres of productive wetlands located adjacent
to sparsely populated areas. Congress, as well as numerous Federal
agencies, has placed a much higher priority on the preservation of
estuarine and associated wetlands and on more careful planning for over-
.11 environmental quality. Construction of hurricane protection levees
as proposed in the eastern portion of section A and in the Belle Amie
portion of section C will provide flood protection to wetland areas

which thrive on periodic inundation. In these two project segments,
flood-protection levees could be constructed on or immediately adjacent
to nonwetland sites for which flood protection is needed or in order to
keep the overall protection plan intact. This alternative would provide
adequate flood protection and would greatly reduce damages to fish and
wildlife resources in the project area.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Thousands of acres of valuable fish and wildlife habitat have already
been leveed and drained throughout the project area as a result of
privately constructed and maintained protection levees. This Service
therefore recommends that the following project modifications be adopted
so that fish and wildlife losses may be reduced:

1. the levee south of Yankee Canal and east of Bayou
Lafourche be relocated to the natural levee along
Bayou Lafourche or immediately adjacent thereto
(figure 2);

5. Chatry, F. M., and S. M. Galiano, "Shaping and Reshaping a Delta -
Technology and Mature Collaborate.” Reprinted, with minor modifications,
from Fall 1970 issue of Water Spectrum magazine.




2. the portion of the section C levee associated with
the undrained wetlands near Belle Amie be relocated
as closely as possible to nonwetland areas adjacent
to Belle Amie (figure 2) and such areas extend an
approximate distance of 0.25 mile west of Louisiana
Highway 1 at Belle Amie;

3. the floodgate stockpile to be located in section A
be relocated to the west side of Bayou Lafourche
within the area enclosed by the levee system
(figure 2); and,

4. all borrow material utilized in construction of the
realigned segments of sections A and C referenced
above be obtained from the areas to be enclosed.

This report has been reviewed ard concurred in by the National Marine
Fisheries Service and the Louisiana Wild Life and Fisheries Commission.
Copies of Regional Director Stevenson's and Director Angelle's letters
of concurrence are attached.

We would welcome the opportunity to meet with your staff to discuss our
areas of concern. Please keep us advised of the status of this project.

Sincerely yours,

Aitt. € Bl

Regional Director

Attachments 4
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mm National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
i< ; NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Duval Building

9450 Gandy Boulevard

St. Petersburg, FL 33702

May 7, 1975 FSE21/DM

Mr. Kenneth E. Black

Fish and Wildlife Service

17 Executive Park Drive, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30329

Dear Mr. Black:

Reference is made to Mr. John D. Green's letter dated April 22,
1975, concerning the review draft of your revised report on the
authorized levee construction Larose to Golden Meadow, hurricane
rrotection project, you are submitting in accordance with pro-
visions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended.

Your findings and recommendations support the concerns regard-
ing this project we expressed to the District Engineer, New
Orleans District, by letter dated December 13, 1974, in response
to Public Notice LMNED-DL (Levee Construction Larose to Golden
Meadow, Hurricane Protection Project) dated November 1, 1974.
Therefore, we concur in your draft report.

Sincerely,

L (s ‘/

William H. Stevenson
Regional Director
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May 7, 1975

Mr. John D. Green

Resionad Supervisor

Division of Ecological Services
IFish and Wildlife Service

17 Exccutive Park Drive, N, k.
Atlanta, Georgia 30329

Dear Sir:

Personnel of the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisherics Commission have reviewed
vour proposed report on the Larose to Golden Meadow, La., Hurricane Protection
Project.  We belicve the report adequately describes the adverse impacts on fish
and wildlife resources which would result if the project, as currently planned, is
implemented.

Our agency certainly is not opposed to flood protection for heavily populated
areas. However, improved project planning could significantly reduce losses of
productive wetlands supporting abundant fish and wildlife resources. We are,
therefore, in concurrence with the project modifications as outlined in the proposed

Pf; report.

::'-.':_'- We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed report of
= the subject project.

p -

12

x Sincerely yours,

.
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=% United States Department of the Interior
\ FISH AND WILDUIFE SERVICE

17 £XFCUTIVE #ARK DRIVE, N. E.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30329

LI

January 9, 1976

Ristrict Engineer
(.S, Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans, Louisiana

Dear Sir:

Referwnce is made to your letter dated October 3, 1975, LMNED-OL,
regarding the authorized project, "Larose to Golden Meadow Hurricane
fyotection Project, Louisiana." This supplemental report is
submitted in accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife
Loordiration Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).
Vernr letter and an attached map were prepared in response to our
July 3, 1975, revised report on this project which recommended
changes 1in preject plans in order to reduce damages to fish and
wildlife resources. These recommendations are listed below and
discussed in relation to comments contained in your October 3,
15975, lotter.

seconmendation 1@ The levee south of Yankee Canal and east of

Rayou Lafourche be relocated to the natural levee along Bayou
Lafourche or immediately adjacent thereto.

Remarks:  According to your October 3, 1975, letter, the existence
st a producing 0il field, numerous pipelines and other o0ilfield
facilities, and probable difficulties with arquisition of rights-
of-way preclude adoption of this recommendation. However, you have
initiated action to utilize an alternate alignment which would
reduce wetland destruction by approximately 800 acres. We are
pleased to note this alteration of project plans that will
cianificantly reduce damages to wetland-associated fish and
vildlife. However, an estimated 1,900 acres of valuable bractl sh
marsh and associated ponds and streams will be destroyed by
utilization of this alternate plan. A substantial loss of

P‘- -' . . . . . . .
ol potential hunting opportunities will result from this action.
[ - Tars includes an estimated potential annual Toss of 58% man-days
[ .- Gt osmall-game hunting and 445 man-days of waterfowl hunting.
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It is estimated that commercial fur production will incur an
annual loss of 346 pelts per year. Commercial fishery losses
resulting from the elimination of 1,900 acres of valuable
estuarine wetlands in the Yankee Canal area will also be
substantial. Approximately 578,000 pounds of commercial
estuarine-dependent production will be lost annuaily.

Recommendation 2: That portion of the section C levee associ
with the undrained wetlands near Belle Amie be relocated as ¢
as possible to nonwetland areas adjacent to Belle Amie, and s
areas extend an approximate distance of 0.25 mile west of Lou

Highway 1 at Belle Anmie.

Remarks: It 1s noted in your October 3, 1975, letter that im
mentation of this alternative is not considered feasible beca
of greatly increased construction and maintenance costs and
difficulties and delays associated with obtaining rights-of-w
This will necessitate implementation of the original plan, wi
an associated elimination of approximately 750 acre., of fresh
marsh and 100 acres of wooded swamp. Estimated annual losses
of potential hunting opportunities associated with this destr
of wetland habitat are substantial and include 344 man-days o
small-game hunting and 95 days of waterfowl hunting. Fur
production in these wetlands will be reduced by an estimated
453 pelts annually. Commercial fishery losses will also be
severe with the implementation of this project feature. An
estimated 259,000 pounds of estuarine-dependent fishery produ
will be lost annually.

Recommendation 3: The floodgate stockpile to be located in s
A be relocated to the west side of Bayou Lafourche within the
enclosed by the levee system,

Remarks: Since you will now relocate this feature to an area

inside the protected area, damages will be reduced according]

VAGLGENE L YL YL
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Recommendation 4: All borrow material utilized in the construction

of the realigned segments of sections A and C be obtained from the
areas to be enclosed.

Remarks: We are pleased to note that this recommendation will also

be implemented. This action will reduce the impact of the project
on adjacent marsh.

DISCUSSION

Substantial changes in project plans have been instituted to reduce
damages to fish and wildlife resources. However, these damages
will still be quite severe. Approximately 1,900 acres of brackish
warsh, 750 acres of fresh marsh, and 100 acres of wooded swamp will
be eliminated by completion of the project as now planned. It is
therefore apparent that alterations in levee alignments will not

be sufficient to adequately compensate for the severe damages to
these valuable resources. The only project modification we are
aware of that will eliminate this destruction of valuable wetlands
is the incorporation of water-control structures into the Belle
Amie and Yankee Canal levee segments. These structures would allow
tidal exchange with adjacent waters under normal conditions, but
would be closed preceding and during nusrvicanes.  This system would
be designed to provide hurricane flood protection to existing
residential areas while preservine the character of the enclosed
wetlands ., Tt this alteration in proiect ins 1w not implemented,
adeqguate compensation for proicct damagen to fish and wildlife
resources can only be provided bv the purchase of irshlands for
the purpose of intensive fish and wildlife manaqgeient,

Section 663(¢; of the Tich and wildiife Coordination Act states:
"When consistent with the purposes of cectiens 661 to 666¢ of this
title and the reports and findings of the Secretary of the
Interior ..., land, waters, and interests therein may be acquired
by Federal construction agencics for the wildlife conservation

and development purposes of sections 661 to 6f6c of this title as
reasonably necded to preserve and assure for tne public benefit
the wildlite potentials of the particular project area ...."
(omphasis added; . 1t 15 theretore recommended that marshlands
located adiccent ta the nearby Pointe au-Chien Wildlife Management
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Area be purchased in a quantity similar to that to be eliminated

by the project, and transferred to the Louisiana Wild Life and
Fisheries Commission for management. The location of these lands

is shown on the attached map. We wish to point out that acquisition
ard development costs and annual operation and maintenance costs for
mitigation purposes are properly charged as a project cost. We
realize that this acquisition must be authorized by Congress
following a specific request for such authority by your agency.
However, we are confident that you will recognize the need to
mitigate the substantial losses of valuable coastal wetlands

and their attendant fish, wildlife, and related resources

assoctated with this project.

This report has been reviewed by the National Marine Fisheries
Service and the Louisiana Wild Life and Fisheries Commission.
Copies of Regional Director Stevenson's letter of comment and
Director Angelle's letter of concurrence are attached.

Please advise us of your action on our recommendations.
Sincerely yours,
Acti;g )
Regional Director

Attachments - 3
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmosgspheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Duval Building
9450 Gandy Boulevard
St. Petersburg, FL 33702

December 8, 1975 FSE21/GB

Mr. Kenneth E. Black
Regional Director

Fish and Wildlife Service
17 Executive Park Drive, NE
Atlanta, GA 30329

Dear Mr. Black:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has received and
reviewed a copy of your proposed report to the District Engineer
on the Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection

Project in response to the District Engineer's letter referenced
LMNED-DL, dated October 3, 1975.

Please refer to our letter to the District Engineer dated
November 19, 1975, by which we responded to his October 3, 1975,
letter on the subject project. Our comments and recommendations
addressed the protection of the wetlands to be enclosed by the
Belle Amie and Yankee Canal levee segments.

In the first paragraph of the Discussion Section of your pro-
posed report you discuss project modifications consisting of the
incorporation and operation of water control structures which if
implemented would preserve the character of the wetlands to be
enclosed by the project levee. These modifications should be
clearly stated as recommendations. To clarify the degree of

tidal exchange through the levee, a wording such as - should allow
unrestricted tidal exchange - should replace similar wording in
the last sentence on page 4 of the report.

We note that you also recommended that if the above-mentioned
recommendation is not implemented, then marshlands located
adjacent to the nearby Pointe-au-Chein Wildlife Management Area
be purchased for the purpose of intensive fish and wildlife
management. Since we are unaware of any appropriate intensive
management of marine fishes to recommend and these wetlands are
already protected by Federal statute (Section 10 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972), their purchase apparently
would not mitigate the losses to marine fisheries habitat.
Furthermore, we have recommended to the Corps they not install
appropriate water exchange structures, the levee south of Yankee
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Canal be realigned to be closer to Bayou Lafourche than ori- e
ginally proposed. Therefore, we would concur with your recom- o=
mendation if the second complete sentence on page 5 of your report

was replaced by the following two sentences: If this alteration

in project plans is not implemented, adequate compensation for

project damages to wildlife resources can only be provided by

the purchase of marshlands for the purpose of intensive wildlife
management. Also, the project damage to marine fisheries habitat

could be reduced by realigning the levee south of Yankee Canal to

be located closer to Bayou Lafourche than suggested in your

letter of October 3, 1975. Following these sentences the

| recommended alignment should be described,or our descriptiorn in

s our letter of November 19, 1975, to the Corps should be referenced.

The NMFS would concur in your report provided the changes recom-
mended above are incorporated in the report.

Sincerely,

Wi 1%%31:% v'éﬁs% ‘

Regional Director
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WILD LIFE AND FISHERIES UMM IS S T
J. BURTON ANGELLE 4T ROYAL LTREET EDWIN EDWARDS
Come i NEW ORLEANS 70130 GOVERNOR

December 17, 1975

Mr. John D. Green

Regional Supervisor

Division of Ecological Services
U. S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

17 Executive Park Drive, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30329

Dear Mr. Green:

Personnel of the Louisiana Wildlife and Figheries Commission have reviewed
your proposed report on the LaRose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane
Protection Project. We feel the report adequately describes alternatives for
lessening the adverse impacts to the wildlife and fish resources in the project area.

Our agency agrees with the mitigation proposal which would enlarge the Pointe
Au Chien wildlife management area and replace wetlands lost in the project. We

support and agree with the modifications as outlined in the proposed report.

Thank you for the extra time allowed for reviewing and commenting on this

project.
Sincerely,
W\ (e s G
d. rton Angelle
Director
JBA:FD:tam
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United States Departiment of the Interior

FISH AND WILELIFE SERVICFE

POt O EICE 80X 4308
111 EAST MAINSTREET
LA AYEITE, ( DUISIANA 70502

August 7, 1980

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 60207

New Orleans, Loui iana 70160

Dear Sir:

Reference is +#ade to your April 28, 1980, letter (LMNED-MP) regarding
proposed modifications to the Larose to Goiden Meadow, Louisiana,
Hurricane Protection FroJect. According to your letter, local interests
have requested that the New Orleans District Corps of Engineers (NODCE)
revise the levee alinement in the area of Clovelly Farms and the land
owned by Louisiana Land and Exploration Company (LL&E) near Golden
Meadow. This letter is provided on a planning aid basis and

does not fulfill our total responsibilities under provisions of

the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended;

16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).

PROJECT DESCRIPTICN

The Larose to Golden Meadow, lLouisiana, Hurricane Protection Project
was authorized in 1965 by Public faw 298, 89th Congress, lst Session.
Portions of the project have been under constructicn since 1975. The
proposed modifications in the Clovelly Farms and LL&E areas are shown
on Figure 1. The work would essentially consist of raising the
existing levees which presently enclose the two referenced areas to
design grade. Design grade in the Clovelly Farms area is 8.5 feet
National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD), while the design grade in
the LL&E area will range from 11.2 feet to 13.0 feet NGVD. Departure
from the existing levee alinements would be required at designated
locations. The proposed levees would be constructed in three lifts,
with intervals of 3 years between lifts. Borrow material would be
obtained from existing canals adjacent to the present levee system
and from adjacent wetlands.

FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES
Clovelly Farms Area
Habitat types in the Clovelly farms area consist of fresh to inter-
mediate marshes (Cha'reck 1972) and associated shallow ponds,

existing levees and spoil banks, canals, and cultivated Yands. Fresh
marshes and intermediate marshes have been designated as Palustrine




Emergent Wetlands and rotuarine Deergent Wwetlonds, reopoctively, by

Cowardin et al. (1979'. <hallow ponds in the fresh iarshes are -
termed Palustrine (pern Water when unvedetated, and Palustr ne Aquatic
Bed when dominated by subimergent and/or floating vouetation (Cowardin
et al. 1979). ‘tcnds 1n the intermediate marshes are valled Estuarine
Open Water oi tstuarire Aquatic Bed (Cowardin et al. 1979), depending
on whether or nct they support extensive subrergent ur floating vege-
tation. Fresh marsh is feund near the northwest covner of Clovelly
Farms, while intermediate marsh borders the remarnder of the alternate
levee alignment. Corucn fresh marsh vegetation includes bulltongue,
alligatorweed, cattail, and water hyacinth. Primary intermediate
marsh vegetation consists of saltrieadow cordgrass, bulitongue, and
bullwhip.

Existing levees and :¢poil barks support comncn reed, goldenrod,

red maple, black willow, southern dewberry, and variou. terrestrial
grasses. Canals consist of the perimeter Clovelly Farn borrow

canal and those excavated for 011 and gas explioraticon. Veaetation

in these canals is sparse except for drifting mats of we ev hyacinth
and scattered stands of Eurasian watermilfoil in the shallower waters.
Cultivated lands in the crea are primarily in sugarcane, with ter-
restrial grasses commnon along roads and draindage ditcne..

Fishery resources in tie Clovelly Farms area are primarily associated
with canals and shallow marsh ponds. The canals are expected to
support both freshwater and estuarine species. Commen freshwater
species include blue catfisn, channel catfish, warnei th, black crappie,
largemouth bass, threadfin shad, and alligator 4dar. €Estuarine species
believed to be fourd in the canals include Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, bay anchovy, striped mullet, blue c¢rat, brown shrimp, and
white shrimp. The adjacent shallow marsh ponds provide feeding and
nursery habitet for many of these <pecies, especially during high

tide periods. In addition, oruanic detritus produced by marsh vege-
tation is flushed into the ponds, canals, and adjacent estuarine waters
where it contributes to a detritus-based fond web largely responsible
for the Barataria Bay estuary's high level of estuarine fish and
shellfish production. According to National Marine Fisheries Service
commercial fishery statistics compiled by the NODCF, th. Barataria

Bay estuary (Hydrologic Unit [V) accounted for «n aviraye anpual
estuarine-dependent fishery havvest of neaily 469 r.il1lion pounds

during 1963-1972, having a 1973 2xvessel volue of over $40 million.

The wildlife valie of the fresn to intermediate mavahes and associated
ponds is considered high.  Mijratory waterfow!l belicved to winter in
these marshes include maliard, northern pintail, blue-winged teal,
green-winged tedl, cadwall, Ameri.an wigeon, northywn shoveler, ring-
necked duck, lesser 5 aup, and American coot. Mottied diucks are also
believed to utilize these wetlands for nesting ond feedisg purposes.
Other birds present 10 these wetlende incbyde kine vail, ~ora, common
gallinule, least biticion, green heron, vellow-crowned night heron,
great blue heron, Louiniana hercn, comnon epret, cattle eqret, white
ibis, black-necked stiit, red-winged blackbi.d, and boat-tailed grackle.
Game mammals prevent include white-tailed deer ond ~wanp rabbit.
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Commercially iinpur tant furbedvers found in the fresh to intermediate
marshes include nutriza, niuskrat, raccoon, mink, and river otter.

The American «11icitar is corumnn in the ared marshes and associated
ponds and cane:is.  This species 1s presently listeg as "threatened"
by the J.S. Uepartient of the Interior under the Similarity of
Appearance clauwe o7 tne Endangered Species Act of 1573, Amphibians
in the area wetiands include the bullfroy, ;i¢ froy, cricket frog,
and green treefrosg,

Wildlife found oi tho cxisting levees and 3poil barks include numerous
songbirds, mourniir dove, swamp vabbit, eastern cottontail, and
possibly rice rat. Linited nesting by Aworicen alligator in these
habitats is expected, as is usage by fur animais during flood periods.
In addition to the Aiorican allicateor, the shailow nearshore waters

of the existing canals are believed to support iimited use by American
coot, commgn galiinule, ana various wading birds. Wildlife expected
to occur in the cultivated areas include ecastern woitontail, cattle
egret, mourning dove, and other seeg-eating hirde,

LL&E Avrea

Habitat types in the LLAE area include interwediate to brackish
marshes and associated oper water, forested wetlands, crawfish ponds,
existing spoil banks and levees, pasture lands, eri existing borrow
canals. The vegetation of these habitat types is ‘cacrited below.

The marshes in the LL&E area are located ~itside o7 the existing

forced drainage systen serving the "L&E Favue rea.  Lommon intermediate
marsh veqetatior incluaes dwarf spikerush, coast racnia, and <altmeadow
cordgrass. The brackisn wmarsh in ths project erea spports saltgrass,
saltmeadow cordirass, and saltmirsh cordygrass.  Sowe areac of estuarine
open water within the vuarih support extensive stands of yidyeongrass.
Forested wetlands (Parusirine Forested Wetiends; Cowardin et al. 1979)
along Bayou Rapiael include wooded swamp and natural levee forest.
Wooded swamp is presort ip greas oxperiencing prolonged flooding,

and is charactericed by tree species sach oy baldoypress and swanp

red maple. Natural le e forest is less frequently flooded, end is
found on the hisher portions of the Rayou Papiael ridge.  Overstory
vegetation in thic cover type includes hackberry, sweetqun, fmerican
elm, green ash, vod vasle, Nuttall oak, wo'er vak, ana Yive oak.
Understory speciey inciude poroweed, gresnbriar, vattan vine, palmetto,
and herbaceous arcandrover,

Approximately 200 crees of orowlish ponds are oresent within the |L&E
area. These ponds provide seasonal wetland habitat <apuorting plant
specios such as alitgaterweesd, cattail, and anrnual dvaswes and sedges.

Existing opeds oot g devees support corson veo l, cervvestrial
grasses, “easide Ton v, 1 piant o ragweed, oiderbeoy o soathern
dewbervry, fastere hao hoarvs, marsh oldor, vertera, a0d “hinaberry.
Pastur: lands <t vartety of native hevboo cous cogetation,
with scatteved greas cLocmrting webland plante ey o attarl,
pickerclweed, “ni tocotwecd, The bhorrow conal oo sted autside
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the existing [L%: levee, zre genervally unve,e*ar o,

Fishery rescurces ir ine {L&L area dare pritarily ¢ toirine-dependent,
The intermedizte to v« kisph mavsnes ‘Cotuacineg fovor ont wetlands,
Cowardin et at. 1979) andg assonciated snaliow waters {[stuarine

Open Water, Estuarine Aquatic Bed; Cowardin et al. 1279 found in

the area constitute Tnportont nursery nahitat for soecies such as
Gulf menhaden, Atlantic croaker, sand seatrout, red drur, southern
flounder, siriped mullet, blue crab, white shrimp, and trown shrimp.
The decaying vesototion flushed from the marshes und vegetated shallows
also serves as 2 source of arganic detritus for adiacent estuyarine
waters, contributing to fish and shellfish productivity. Limited
fish populations are found in Bayou Raphael, and are believed to

be dominated by specie=: tolerant of low oxygen conditicons. These
include gars, bhowfin, roscuitofisn, and killifishes.

The intermediate to hrackion marshes of the (LAY ercg zupport a variety
of wildlife. These weliavl, provide iuwportant feeding and resting
habitat to micratory wateviowl inciuding mallard, blue-winoed teal,
green-winged t2al. jodwe!ll, Arerican wigeen, hortherr pintail, Northern
shoveler, lesser <ceun, and American coot. Mottled ducks are believed
to nest in the area. these marshes also provide nesting habitat to
common gallinule, clapper rail, and king rail, and serve as important
feeding areas to numercus species of wading birds such as Louisiana
heron, yellow-crowned night heron, little bHlue nervon, snowy egret,
cattle egret, great egret, and white ibis. A larqge a-tive wading

bird nesting colony is Iocated in 2 grove of Onpincse tallow trees

lying within the proposed LLAEL levee right-of-way near Centerline
Station 63+37.25. The gerneral Tocation of this calony is shown on
Figure 1. A detailed population estimate of that cclony was nade
during a survey conducted for the .5, Fish and Wildlife Service in
1976 (Portnoy 1977). That survey vevedaled the follewirg numbers of
nesting adults: cattle eqret (2,400} areat eqret [100), little

blue heren (2503; and wnite ibis {30}. This colony was briefly in-
spected by a Fish and Wiidliie Service bigloaist cn July 16, 1980.

This inspection revealed that the colony was still quite active,

with all of the speciec observed in 1876 sty1! presont.  Nlso noted

was a large number o1 Louisiana haron adults and youny. A detailed
census of population nunbers was rot possible, <due primarily to adverse
weather conditions.

Commercially important furrearers expecrted to te comaon in the project
area marshes inciude muskrat, viver otter, nutria, raccoun, and mink,
Other mammals presea’ iuclude swanp rabbit and conaitiy white-tailed
deer. The Avericon oliviaior i abunaant in the «peals ane adjacent
marshes.
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by cattle ace 3ty FTrese oacing haas s Tov o e o teeir value
to white-teil ot cecr s Lo gt taniral by voduoo voote d nambers
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game biids such 4 warbiers, carcinal, biue juy, Larolina wren,
woodpeckers, conon coow, fish crow, vultures, wading birds, hawks,
and owls. Other me wiltdiife nclude nuoercus snecies of frogs,
snakes. toads, lizovds, wiviles, and

Sy S50 D htaderrs

5

Fhe crawfish pends within the LLSL levee provide seasonal wetland
habitat believed to ve utilized extensively by wading birds, shorebirds,
and mig.atory and resident waterfowl.  The anrual dewatering during

the summer nonths enhances the peoduction of zrnual grasses and sedges
valuable to waterfou! s food.

The wildlife use o woaisting levees and Lpoil Saeks 15 sisilar to

that described ahgye ror the Clovelly Farcs area.  Leveed pasture
within the LLEE ferced drainege wysten supnorts seed-eating and
insectivorcus bivds suck o rourning dove, coaron spipe, eastern
meadowlark, and catile cyrei.  The Eastern oottontail ind swamp

rabbit are belicvad to be the only game ma mals renent in these
areas. (ther naeviis cagecied 1o occur irclude 2ine-Landed armadillo,
rice rat, and opne g

JFPACT FVALUATION

The proposed alinerant chanaes will have tath dire t and indirect
adverse impacis o fish and wildlife resources. Dirvect imupacts are
primarily asscoiated with levee constructinn and associated borrow
materiat excavation o wetlands,  The mest sorious indivect impacts
will occur with irclision of additional wetland arveas in the hurricane
levee system and subscoauent elimination of wnese habitats by forced
drainage. The irnects of the two olternative alinseents are discussed
beiow.

Cloveliy Farws

Table 1 shows a coparison of the :t11afud wetiland lesses associated
with the General Uesign Mewmorandum (GOM) alinement and the proposed
Clovelly Farms Slisvnlive.

As noted in Table Y, the Tlovelly Forms Allernative <117 increase total
marsh lgsses hy €42 oves compared to Lhie GO Plan.  The fishery

value of the weticads Test to Tevee consuru tien or subsequently
eliminataed by inciuw ey in forced drain e syste will be totally
eliminated. 1. =ddition, conversion of s .h to borcow canals is
expected to redure the wolue of tho affectod arca to freshwater and
estuarine-deper vt fione . and wael 1 fiches . Thiy T attributed to a
reduction v the coount of doteitan producces ana ccdiuced shallow water
nursery haviytal., o« ceent tods of the nebton of tne cover Bairataria
Basin {(Chambiers 17700 voyodled cveater standing cropn tf fishes in

shallow narsh o0 o thoe G roiahh Sine poen woter areas,
Similay adyerae o ot e oy ata e v T s oocur with
the Clovelly a0 St i Mo b et g v 0o areds con-

verted to Jewre i) e 0l sale e an i te s Prequent
mowiny of the lev ¥ anvcinaton . g e lovina or af Tow value even
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Comparison of Wetland Impacts Associated with Clovelly Farms Alter
GOM Alinement, Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Prote

Plan

Fresh-Intermediate
Marsh Acres Within
Right-of-Way

: Clovelly Farms
R Flterpative

GOM Alinement

Net Increase in
Fresh-Intermediate
Marsh Acreage

lost wWith Clovelly
Farims Alternative

87.2
74.9P

12.3

Additional fresh- Total Fre
Intermediate Marsh mediate M
. Acreage Enclosed _  __Acreage A
56.9° 144,

c
N/A 74.
56.9 69..

reach.

\

.'.4'.

'.‘_‘._ A.“."‘._.\:J R

d. Represents 76.3 acres of marsh endorsed by Clovelly Farms Alternative mii
estimated 19.4 acres of marsh that would be eliminated by GDM levee in tl

b. Based on estimated length of 14,500 feet and average right-of-way width
through marsh of 225 feet.

¢. Only the increased acreage of enclosed wetlands associated with the Clove
farms Alternative is treated in this table.
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to toervestriat watadife,  Dliminatien of rarsh Ly inclusion in Jorced
drainace systens will also sevevely rmoduce its value to nost wiltdlife
species, as will coenversion of marzh 9 bhorvow canal.,

Damages to tish and wildlife resources with the LLEE A\lternative
Alinement ar2 p:licarily ashociated with ciimination of intermediate

to brackish miar st and associated shallow waiters, and of forested wetlands
(wooded swanp and natural levee forest) found alony Bayou Raphael.

Table ¢ cunmarize. net losses of theso habitats that would occur with
impionentalion of the LL&L Altornative Alincwent.  As the GDM levee
alincrent in this avca would traverse land, dominated by pasture, no
significant losses of wetlands are anticipated with that plan,

As with the Clovelly Farws Alternative, the fishery value o the
wetlands lost to leves construction will be cotally eliminated, and
the arca converted fyom marsh to borrow area substantially reduced,
The coentribution of organic detritus by the inteviediate to brackish
marsh 1n the preject area will be lost.

The vatue of the profect area mwarsies end shallow ponds as feeding
hebitat for waterfowl. wading birds, shorebirds, and fur nimals
Will boovictuaiiy elicinated by lovee construction, Some use of the
erciardged borrow conals by smerican alligators is anticipated.

The conversion ui forested wetlands ta levee and bocrow canal will
virtuaiy 2lhiminate the vaiue of this habitat to ferest-ascociated
wildlite wuch as white-tailed deer, fox squirrel, grav squirrel, and
wondland con Hivds, Wildliie use of the resultent Lorrow pit excavated
in forested wetlands is expocted to be Timited prinarily to shoreline
areds, prinarily Ly Juerican alligator, wading birds, and possibly a
few resident wood ducks and wiyratory wotertow!l, Wildlite useaye of
the levee will be maimal.

Morderate freshwiter fish popuiations can be erpected to develop in
the borrow oits Tecated in forested wetlands.  The value nt ‘hese
areas a5 fish hooitat will depend on such facters as the cveyree of
flooding of contijucu, forested wellands, the amount of agricultural
runcfi enroring taewe pits, and water depth.  Based on the inclusion
of adiacent forected wenlands in the forced draineyge systenw thet will

serve the rveed ares, 1t s unlikely that flooding ¢ these wetlands N

Wwill elion wone by fish populations for spawning and nursery Purposes. .

In add it o, the porrow ranals will serve as catchment basins for N
rutrient-enriched cunoff from tne LLAL farms area.  Such nutrient ;

enrichinent “ay lead to pericdic oxygen depletion and resultont fish "

-4 kills. The Yikelihiood o such events will be inceeased 1f the depth 1
y . ~ _ .
b of the borrow pite o ceds 6 to 8 feet and thus allows for development K
.- of an aroaic stracrun (hypolinnicny. -]
»:"- .
- Levee zonstruction in areas of existing crawiish ponds will reduce -
?~ seononal habitat for siratory udc etowl, wading birds, and shorebirds. )
¢ .. Construction on o iviing Tevee. anng speil banks is capected to reduce I
J. "-1 ‘.
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Tahle 2. Wetlands Losses Attributable to LLAE Alternative Alinemcnta

tabitat Type » —___Acreage Within Right-of-Way
[ntermediate to Brackish Marsh

and Associated Shallow Water 112.0

Forested Wetlands Inside Existing

LLAL Levee 17.9

forested Wetlands, North of

LL&E Levee 96.2

Total Wetland Acreage 232.1

a. Fxcludes seasonal wetlands c¢reated by flooding of LL&E of lands for
crawtish production.
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habitat for wildlife presently using such arces, as cover will be
reduced by riore freguent mowing,

Of particular concern is the proposed levee coustruction within a
poriion of the existing wading bird nesting colony near Centerline
Station 63+37.25 of the LL&E Alternalive Alinement. Such construction
would eliminate a porticn of the nesting cover in this colony, and
could lead *o complete abandonment of the colony by nesting wading
birds. Additionaliy, tiere is no assurance inat suitable alternative
nesting cover wouid be available to permit relocation of this colony.

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
As indicated above, “he vroposed Cleovelly “avns and LLAE alternatives
will substantiully irirease wetland impacts, as comparcd to the GDM
alinement.

Most ot the wetland durvages associated with the Clovelly Farms
Alternative would be eliminated if borvow material wis obtained
from the existing berrow canal and/or upiand sources only, and the
enclosure of the 76.3-acre triangle of marsn along the northwest-
corner of Clovelly Farms was deleted from project plans.

fish and wildlife hatitat associated with the L1 &L Alterunative. The
10ss of approximatel 118 acios of intermediate to brackish marsh and
associated open waic» could be greatly reduced by elimination of
borrow material excavation in these hahitats. Borrow material could
be obtained from the existing borrow canals adjacent to the ['.&F

levee and from ncarby drained lands. It is possible that the borrow
pits created on the protected side of the LL&E Tevee could serve as a
suppiemen~al source < fresh water for the LLLE crawfish ponds. Water
for flooding of those jords is presently obtained from interior canals
in that area.

Measures cculd also be taken to greatly reduce adverse impacts to i

Damages to forected .etlands alony Bayou Raphael could be substantially
reduced by reralinement of the portion of the levee and borrow pits
located north of Centerline Station 224400 to the drained area just
west of Bayou Raphaeil. This would require moving the levee centerline
approximaiely 500 to 800 feet west of its present alinement between
Centerline Stations 7724+00 and 339+13.11.

Adverse impacts to the wading bird rooker; in the southern portion of
the LL&E area could be wininized by:

?.5 1) Realining of the Jeveo to avuid destriuction of nesting
Er' covery andd

o 2 Soheduting of construction Lo sinieice disrurbance

D rtn U nesting seascn,

t.‘ - In view ot tre fore s an, we wolld cot opnnse the prorosed levee
'..'-',. revigiong it ¢ o wtey e fication . woore dreorporated into
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the final plans:
1. In the Cloveliy Farme ared:

a. all borrow material shall be obtuined from upland
sources or from existing borrow canals; and

b. the enclosure of the trianale of marsh near the
northwest corner of {iuvelly Farss snall be deleted
from projgect plans.

2. In the LLAE area:

a. no borrow material shall be removed trow inter-
mediate marsh, brackish marsh, or forested wetlands;

b.  the proposcd levee segment located unorth of Centerline
Station 224+00 shall be moved 500 to 800 feet west
of its present alinerent to avoid destruction of
forested wetlands along the Bayou Raphael ridge;

C. the proposed levee seguent located between Baseline
Stations 66+63 and 77+38 shall be realined approximately
170 feet to the east to avoid impacts on nesting
cover at the wading bird nesting colony located in
that seqment; and

d. construction activity shall be prohibited between
Baseline Stations 29400 and 99+00 during the period
of Fehruary 15 to August 15 of each year in order
to minimize disturbance of the referenced wading
bird rockery.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Habitat maps of appropriate pertions of the Mississippi Deltaic Plain
Region prepared for the U.S. CGureau of Land Management (BLM) and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) were utilized during our recent
field inspection of the prcposed levee realignnent sections. These
maps were prepared at a scale of 1:24,000 from color-infrarved aerial
photographs taken in 1978, Cfopies have been recently provided to
your Planning Division. The habitat maps revealed that an acreage

of wetlands far in excess of that originall, docunented in Corps of
Engineers or Fish and Wildlife Service reports will be lost with
construction of levee scgments D, £, and F with the GDM alinement.
Prior estimates of wetland losses have included only the Yankee Canal
area (Section A East) and the Belle Amie area (Section C), involving

a total of approximately 0,750 acres. However, preliminary estimates
developed from the new LIM-IWS habitat maps and subsequent ground
truthing indicate that an additional 1,195 acres of fresh to inter-
mediate marsh and 590 a.res of forested wetlands (natural levee forest
and wooded swamp) will b destroyed or included in forced drainage -
systems with the GDM aii:nnent in Sectinn, D, £, and F alone.
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Because of th¥se findings, it is our opinion that the mitigation
plan currently being developed for the unavoidable wetland losses
associated with this project should be revised. This revision would
include mitigation of all wetland losses, and not juct the 2,750
acres referenced in the Supplemental Statement of Findings submitted
by the NODCE on November 2, 1976, to the Enviror ental Protection
Agency as reguired by Section 404 of the Federal Wa'er Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972. The Fish and Wildlife Service's
Habitat Evaluation Procedures would be utilized to quantify non-monetary
habitat losses and to assist in the evaluatiun of a mitijation plan.
We also believe that a supplemental document should be prepared by
the Corps of Engineers fully detailing all wetland types and acres
to be affected by the entire project. This weuld include wetlunds
Cirectly lost to construction, and wetlands enclosed by hurricane
levees and subsequently eliminated by forced drainaye systoms. The
proper vehicle for such an assessment wight include the upcoming
mitigation report or a supplement to the Environmental Inpact
Statement.

With regard to the mitigation issue, we are concerncd that the
unfavorable response to date by local interests to cost sharing

for mitigation measures may prevent implementation of an adequate
mitigation plan. If this is the case, efforts should be re-directed
to include structural revisions on the project that will prevent
losses of valuable wetland fish and wildlife habitat. Such reasures
could include substitution of floodgates for pumping stations in

areas contairing large wetland acreayes. Such floodgates would remain
open at all times except during periods inmediately preceding and
during extreme tidal flooding associated with tropical storms or
hurricanes. This would allow the ¢nclosed wetlands to remain

in a natural state. It would also be consistent with prior Corps

of Engineers and Cnvironiental Protection Aqgency action on the

Harvey Canal-Bayou Baratavria, Louisiana, project, where floodgates
were substituted for a punping station 0 preserve approximately

2,700 acres of coastal wetlands. Another approach would be to realign
levees to the wetland-nonwetland interface and nbtain borrow material
for levee cons'ruction from non-wetland sites. Because the Corps

of Engineers is presenily considering alinement changes reconmended

hy Tocal interests, alternative alinerents and structural measures

to reduce wetiand losses should al o be rn-evaluated. Such action
would be consistent with Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management)
and Executive Order 11990 {Protection of Wetlands). The objective of
Executive Order 11988 1s to "...avoid to the extent possible the

e long- and short-teore adverse impacts associated with the occupancy
F‘l and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect

e support of floodplain developnent wherever thore ic a practicable

" alternative..." Executive Order 11990 was issued to "...avoid to

b the extent posible the long and short term adversc impacts associated
- with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid the
F;:} direct or indirec. capport of new construction in wetlands wherever
b

f

- there 1s a practicable alternative..."
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[t is requested that we be advised of your final decision as to
whether the alternative levee alignments requested by local interests
e will be incorporated into the project. In addition, your views on

1E. further consideration of project modifications to reduce wetland
- losces, as well as your plans to re-assess these losses, will also
be appreciated.

Copies of this report have been provided to the Louisiana Department
of Wildlife and fFisheries and the National Marine Fisheries Service
for their review. Copies of any comments received from those agencies
will be forwarded to you.

Please advise if we can be of further assistance in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

w). KeNcwe

Cary W. Kerlin
Field Supervisor

cc: EPA, Dallas, Texas
NMFS, Galveston, Texas
La. Pept. of Wildlife and Fisheries, MNew Orleans, La.
La. Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries, Baton Rouge, lLa.
Area Office, FWS, Jackson, Mississippi
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District Lnyineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 60267

New Orieans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Sir:

Reference is made to the authorized Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana,
Hurricane Protection Project. The Fish and Wildlife Service (Fu5) is
working with members of your staff in the development of a mitigation
plan and supplement to the environmental impact statement (EIS) for that
project. The results of the FWS's Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP),
as transmitted to you in this report, provide a quantitative, non-
monetary evaluation of the project impacts to fish and wildlife resources,
an evaluation that is essential to the development of an acceptable
mitigation plan. These comments are submitted on a planning aid basis
and do not fulfill our total responsibilities under provisions of the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 4071, as amended:; 16 U.S.C.
661 et seq.).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection Project was
authorized by Public Law 89-298, 89th Congress, in 1965. The project
area extends along both sides of Bayou Lafourche from !arcse to a point
about 2 miles south of Golden Meadow, in southern Lafourche Parish,
Louisiana (Plate 1). The project, as described in the General Design
Memorandum (GDM) and in the Final EIS prepared by your District (ffice
in 1973, involved the enlargement or construction of about 43 wmiles of
perimeter levees and the construction of two navigable floosd control
structures to protect the project area from hurricane floods. Completion
of this actiun was originally expected to destroy about £,.750 acres of
productive wetlands.

Project modifications, updated wetland maps, and more accurate acreaqge
measurements have led to significant changes in prior assessments ot
project impacts to fish and wildlife. A< indicated in our fuqust 7,
1930, letter report on this project, a large wetland area has heen
jdentified, within and adjacent to the Section t portion of the n0OM
alignment, in addition to that acreage originally identitied as wetland,

et e et .- ST e e et
R PRI S S R PP AT W




The additicnal area to be destroyed by levee constructinn or to be

included in the forced drainage system via the levee construction

inc.udes 1,098 acres 1/ of fresh/intermediate marsh and open water and

585 acres of forested wetlands (natural levee forest and wooded swamps).
Conversely, a modification ir the Yankee Canal portion (Secticn A [ast)

of the original GDM aiijnment has significantly reduced the wetland loss
anticipated with tnis project feature. However, the modified GDM alignment
is, based on the recent analysis conducted by our staff and members of
your Environmental Section, expected to destroy 4,025 acres of valuable
marsh, forested wetlands, and shallow water bodies.

Two levee alignments that were originally considered as possible al-
ternatives but are now being included as part of tne Tentatively Selected
Plan (TSP) are additions to the modified GDM alignment. One alignment
would enclose the Louisiana Land and Exploration (LL&E) farm near Golden
Meadow and the other would enclose Clovelly Farms near Cut Off. Both of
these areas have existing, privately built levees that provide sufficient
flood protection from normal storm surges but, reportedly, will not
provide sufficient protectior from hurricane floods. Significant construc-
tion will, therefore, be necessary to improve these levees to the desired
grade. Completion of the LL&E levee alignment is expected to destroy an
additional 218 acres of brackish/saline marsh, open water, and forested
habitat. Completion of the proposed Clovelly Farms levee alignment is
expected to destroy an additional 105 acres of fresh/intermediate marsh,
open water, and forested habitat.

Implementation of the TSP, which includes the modified GDM alignment and
the two new levee alignments, would cause the destruction of about
4,348 acres of fresh/intermediate and brackish/saline marsh, open

water, and forested habitats. These losses are presented by habitat
type in Table 1,

1/ A1l estimates of existing habitat acreages in the "Project Description”
section of this report were made using 1978 habitat maps. As discussed

in the "Methods" section, subsidence, saltwater intrusion, and other
factors are causing habitat acreage changes in the project area.  There-
fore, estimates of future hahitat acreaqes were based on 1972 acreaqes

and projected rates of change from 1975 to 2096; these figures arve
presented in other sections of this report.
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Table 1. Expected acreage losses, by habitat type, associated with completion
of the Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection
Levee.
Acres to be impacted 1/
I GDM LL&E Clovelly Farms  Tentatively
o Habitat type alignment alignment alignment Selected Plan

Fresh/intermediate

marsh 282/605 0/0 44/5] 326/656
Brackish/saline

marsh 244/570 46/0 0/0 290/570
Open water 319/1181 42/0 8/2 369/1183
Forested 143/681 100/30 0/0 243/711
Tetal 988/3037 188/30 52/53 1228/3120

1/. Areq destroyed by the project is listed as acres lost to levee construction/
acres enclosed by the levee as determined from 197¢ habitat maps.
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: METHODS }
S . The Service's HEP was develuped to be used to document the guality and '
o quantity of available habitat for 7ish and/or wildlife specios.  Using !
]E HEP, habitat quality and quantity can be established for tis«line con- ]
E; conditions and predicted tor future with- and without-proiect habitat .
£ conditions. This standardized methodology allows 4 numeric comparison 1
- of each future condition and hence provides an estimate f project-
;; inducec impacts on fish and wildlife resnurces. i
3
. Because che initial field portion of the HEP was compieted in 1979, the )
o '976 version of the HEP analysis has been used in lieu of the updated }
1980 version. In implementing the HEP analysis, habitat tvpes within b
the prcject arvea were identified and a list of species that arve econom- )

iclly important and/ov represent various trophic levels of wildlite
utilizing these habitat types were selected as evaluation elenents. The
four habitat types identified in the project area were {resh/ intermediate
marsh, brackish/saline marsh, open water, and forested. According to

the classification of Cowardin et al. (1979), fresh marsh is do‘ined as
palustrine emeryenl wetland; intermediate, brackish, and s:1i .e marsh

are termed estuarine emergent wetlands; and shallow upen wates are
termeda pulustrine open waters where salinity is less than 0.5 parts per

"

thousand (upt) and estuarine open water where salinities average nore
than 0.5 ppt. Under that same classification systen, furested wetlands
are broadly categorized as palustrine fore-ted wetlande. Fvaluation
elenents selected tor the marsh and open wator habhitats were fmerican
alligators paddle ducks; herons, egrets, and ibises: boat-tailed grackle;
ratls; Horth American mink; Meavrtic river outter, swamp rabbit: muskrat;
and noctnery raceoon.  For forested habitats the boat-tailed gracklc and
raiis wore dropped as evaluation elements and riplaced by white-tailed
seer and squirrels.

A nuanber of rardomly-selected points witnin cach of these habitat types
were chosen as sample sites. A team of biologists representing the

X Corps of Enginecers, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and [isheries,

- and the FWS visited a total ot 18 randomly-selected sites during Octuber
- 27 and 24, 1979, and November 17 and 18, 1981 (Plate 1. At ecach site,
;}' the team rated the habitat suitability of each evaluation element on a
;C scale of 0 to 10, with O being the poorest and 10 being the optimal

@ SO,
- - The average score for all evaluation elements gver all sanple sites
- within a4 particuler habitat type is termed the hatitat unot value (HUV).
- fn those cases in which the HUV of cach habitat type 15 pased on the
b - came st of eviluation elements, the KUV is assurae! o te enuivalent ;
-@ (T.e. HUV's can be compared among those hapitet tupes®.  vowever, in :
. cass in which the evaluation elerents ‘cr two or moce Babitat Lypes are .
5 ) difterent, it i necessary to convert all PTG to an w“u\J:\bnt,?(AWW. .
b - This i< accompli-hed by caleulat:ng a relrtaee g banee value GO0V '
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R for each habitat type based or its resource vilue. scarcite. vilnerability,
: and recreationa: va nocomnirison 1o che oftrer haeitat toone in the
study area. Wher “[V°s e determined, thne Cc cor g cactioular nabitat
type is multipiiad by the appropriate 21V to ectobhiioe g corparanlo
(equivalent) HUV for Lhat habitat tyne.

The habitat unit (4i') s the Dasic unit utilized in “ie ti0 7or messuring
project effects or witdlife. -I's are the procdiot of rhe ) and acreage
of a particular nabiiat type at a given point in Line "t irgol year).
Target years ave sof to depw;t sygnificant chunges G hanitart ﬁua?ity or
quant1ty that are expected to Sccur during the 13172 of Lne Lroject.

HU's are estabiisned ru; hasel ine <>n4iti“n5 vaing Ao oo Tected by tne
team of biclogists and actual measurements of oxi7fin) toiita dcreéqes.

Future Hil's chonge according to habitat LhFHJ‘H Tooqua il quantity
that are expectod tg ug s AL various taccet voars o g Vite of

the project, citner witieat o grodect O wirn oo 0 e

For this proj=cs, target yedars s
project construc: oy S Laraoe

eiocted consiotire o aatircant noints in
ot 1

construction: 1 b, oong of the 9
|

sere oLy boginning of
Yot oSeveo lict Dbl Sovears after

of the onclosod ares onier punined

€, TU-vears ortes aroject

completion ot the firer Tifr 74l
drainage; 17990, cnd of constru

completion: 2021, ;%-wuara after project corpiotion: JNSE D w0-vears

arter project conpiet ar . and 2036, ! years a-onee oo et completion
(end of project iite . 2oa result of many factorg, o c0ioh subsidence
and saltwater mtrusing are the most Sdgniticant, hat o tels in tne project
area are changing ot o rabid vate. Acomdingiv, aceiles ot eich target
vear were aidju L ict Loy habitat changes estisegted fvoen gty cenerated

by FWS perzonnei ot

gt tne U:t.\ma‘ coastal beogn vty Team an Shader .
Louisiana. “re adjwston nal LAt acveages cor sooch target wear unger
future withour-oroeo WD Comditinn . and o e b o e VP
conditions for oo T57 ore precented in labie

Descriptions o e i ting nhabitaly in the project s boLo teen provided
in previous detter veoorts dated Taly 30 P47h o anaus. TL 198D Three
habitats (1.c. o ue, pasture, and WKthklt\\ foeone b previously described
but would be roated tnroagn lrplementation o o0 oo oot T Tevee
that is to be constrarted v be bt dr dn s e aon o0 T1r o0 nring

each 1ift, spoil wiil o leoed dn the Poves vt o0 0 allowed ta
: dry, shaped, and doweds pce @l Pt e cor e o0 T evees will

;',‘ be mowed and/cr crazed, ind pevennial ceasoer o soetained oo the goninant

- vegetation. Tt wus Joleronred trgt freoc oo o o T Te o a0

value to the oo nigar et gyt wre o [ ' Tiyo

- areas encloed b U e b T T EANEEILRERR R ESTE

0. system and are oo te : SRR S SEL R o e teviined
that the Poabten o 00 0 S o o e o aatiom
elements o e ‘ - - T IR T Y
the »nciua i o ' - T R i sty
will becowe 0wty o L . ‘ S ce1anYY
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The enclosed turested arveas would also be drained and qrazed by cattle,
but not Tikely cleared. {ecause the baseline HUV of forested habitat
was laryely dependent upon the surrounding marsh, which will be leveed,
pumped dry and grazed under future FWP conditions, the HUV of forested
habitat was projected to decrease from 32.1 to 10.7 within 5-years after
completicn of the first 1ift (1991). The developed habitat type is
indicative f those areas devoted to residential, commercial, or in-
dustriai fevelopment. Uevelopment under FWOP conditions is expected to
occur alung forested ridges; whereas, under FWP conditions development
is expected to occur alony existing agricultural areas which provide
easy access to roads and Bayou tafourche. Like levees, the developed
areas were given an HUV of "0".

For each project feature, the change in HU's during the project Tife is
annualized, or espressed on an average annual basis. The annualized
chanye {increase or decrease) in HU's under FWP conditions, compared to
FWOF conditions, provides a quantitative comparison of project impacts,
which are expected to result from each project feature. An increase in
HU's indicates that the project is beneficial to wildlife; a decrease in
HU's indicates that the project is damaging to wildlife. If HU's are
projected to be lost, steps must be taken to reduce and/or replace those
H's.  Compensation for unavoidabl . project damages can, in this case,
be accomplished through several vehicles, such as project modification,
preservation of habitat that would otherwise be lost, and/or the addition
of HU's through habitat improvement(s) that benefit the species used as
evaluation elements.

RESULTS

The average HUV for each habitat type under FWOP and FWP conditions is
listed in Table 3. 1t was decided that the HUV for each habitat type

would remain the same throughout the project life. Because the HUV's

for all marsh types and open water were based on the same set of evaluation
elements, these HUV's were assumed to be equivalent. Only 2 of the 10
evaluation elements used for marsh and open water habitats were changed

for the forested habitat, and both marsh and forested habitats had
identical RIV's ot 1.0. Therefore, all habitat types in the project

drea were considered to have equivalent HUV's.

For detemmining impacts associated with the TSP, the adjusted habitat
acreages in fable 2 were multiplied by the HUV values in Table 3 to
determine (115 for each of the targel years for the FWIP (presented in
Table 4,. The oroisct-related habitat Tosses in Table 2 were used
cimilariy to estabiish changes in 1ij's for FWF (presented in Table 4y,
As illustrated iv lable 4, when FWOP conditions are compared to WP
conditions, there is a total net annualized loss of 89,413 HU's with
implementation of the 15D,
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Table 3. Habitat unit values (HUV's) for baseline, future without-project (FWOP),
and future with-project conditions (FWP).

HUV's B .
W

Habitat type Baseline/FWOP __Row 1/ enclosed 2/
Fresh/intermediate

marsh 60.25 0.00 7.50
Brackish/saline

marsh 48.00 0.00 7.50
Open water 25.00 0.00 7.50
Forested 32.10 0.00 10.71
Levee 0.00 0.00 0.00
Developed 0.00 0.00 0.00"

1/ Row includes areas in the levee right of way.

2/ Includes those areas protected by the levee system and expected to be included
in a forced drainage system,
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The tremendous HU loss associated with the project is a result of the

annualized loss of 180 acres of fresh/intermediate marsh, 601 acres of A
brackish/saline marsh, 2,300 acres of open water, and a significant re- -
duction in the wildlife value of the forested hahitat in the project

area (Table 2). Although there is a gain in forested habitat quantity

under FWP conditions it must be remembered that the HUV drops from 32.1

to 10.7 and that there i1s an actual loss of nearly 5,000 HU's of forested

habitat.

DISCUSSION

The HEP analysis indicates that completion nf the TP, including the
modified GUM, LL&E, and Clovelly Farms alignments, would cause the
annualized loss ot nearly 2,800 acres of valuable fish and wildlife
habitat and nearly 90,000 HU's. Most of this Tuss is the result of
enclosing several large arcas of marsh, namely Belle Amie (Section

C), Yankee Canal (hection A east), and the somewhat recently identified
marsh adiatent to Section E south. Enclosure of wetland areas and the
eapected conversion of marsh to hahitats of greatly reduced wildlife
valte account tor a large proportion of the adverse impacts associated
with this nraject.

The Fi5 has been working with the Corps of Engineers on the Larose to

Goiden Meaduw, louisiana, Hurricane Protection Project for a number aof
years. in letter veports dated July 3, 1975, January 9, 1976, and

August /7, 1980, the Service describes’ tish and wildlife resources in the
project area, quantified project effects on these resources, and recom-
mended methods to reduce these impacts. Similar recommendations have

alsu been made at a number of meetings attended by members of our respective
ctaffs. More specifically, these recommendations have included:

1) Tevee realignment in the Belle Amie (Section (), Yankee fanal
(“ection A east), and Section E south portions of the project
in an effort to reduce the amount of marsh enclosed by the
levee system;

2 removal ot borrow material from the area to be enclosed
rather than from the flooded side of the nroposed levee
systen in an effort to reduce habitat losses due to construction;

and
4?' 3 vistallation of water contral structures that would remain
A apen during normal watar periods to allow foo tidal axchange
o through the lever system (thercby preserving the integrity of
. the warsh!, but that would he closed during the threat of o
E-" hurricane.
2
Sf* Tiese roecannendat tons were intended Lo allow protection of ecisting
;j' residreatial and commer cial developent, . to allow additionel develoinent
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of non-wetlands where feasible, and to preserve the character of ex-
isting wetlands. Some of these recommendations (i.e. modification of
the Section A east levee alignment and removal of some borrow material

Ry SR

}t from the eqc]OSed side of the levee) were accepted and will certainly
1§ reduce project-related habitat losses. Nevertheless, far more could be
@: done to further reduce project impacts and minimize fish and wildlife
SN habitat losses, but still provide the same degree of protection to

developed areas. Accordingly, FWS requests that the Corps adopt and
implement these recommendations in their entirety. Should the Corps
elect not to expand implementation of these recommendations, we request
that the 89,413 HU's to be lost with construction of the TSP be replaced.
This could be accomplished through either preservation of marsh habitat
that would otherwise be 1ost without the project, management of existing
publicly-owned marsh to increase its value to fish and wildlife, or a
combination of these techniques. The FWS further requests that no
additional project construction take place until a mitigation plan is
developed and accepted by all involved federal and local agencies and,
further, that implementation of mitigation features occur simultaneously
with construction of other project features.

In the past, Corps of Engineers and FWS personnel have examined several
alternative mitigative measures. The most promising of these involved
the closure of gaps in specific spoil banks and the release of fresh
water into the rapidly degrading marshes of the nearby, state-owned
rointe au Chien Wildlife Management Area. The Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries has indicated strong interest in these measures.
Another mitigative measure discussed more recently is the preservation
and management of the fresh/intermediate marsh immediately west of and
adjacent to the Section E south levee segment (Plate 1). Preliminary
estimates show that preservation of this marsh, via the purchase of real
estate easements that prevent development and the installation of flap
gatns that allow for minimal water management, would totally mitigate
for project losses to fish and wildlife. Providing public access to
this area would also be strongly recommended to help offset recreational
losses, associated with habitat losses, that are also anticipated with
implementation of this project.

FWS personnel are looking forward to working with Corps personnel toward
the development of an acceptable mitigation plan. The Louisiana Department
of Wildlife and Fisheries has reviewed this report and a copy of their
letter of concurrence is attached. Should you have any questions regarding

fﬁ this report, please contact Robert Strader of this office.

é, Sincerely yours,

iﬁ . . ‘ ,
& ﬁf{k«1¢1//£x 3%77‘Hi}£
- David W. Fruge

Acting Field Supervisor
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Attachment: As Stated

cc: EPA, Dallas, Texas
NMFS, Galveston, Texas
La. Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries, Baton Rouge, lLouisiane
Area Office, FWS, Jackson, Mississippi
Regional Office, FWS, Atlanta, Georgia
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S04/342-5864
March §, 1982
Mr. David Soileau
US FWS
P.O. Box 4305
Lafayette, La. 70502
RE: Larosc to Golden Meadow, La. Hurricane
protection project - HEP Report
Dear Mr. Soileau:
Personnel of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries have revicwed the
above referenced Jdocument and we coocur in its conclusions and recommendations.
Sincerely,
W &..
Jesse J. Guidry a&'
Secretary
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June 30, 1932

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Sir:

Reference is made to the asuthorized Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana,
Hurricane Protecticon Project. In order to assist your staff in the
developuent of a draft supplement to the environmental impact statement
(Ein) and mitigation report for that project, the Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) provided the results of our Habitat Evaluation Procedures
(1itP) to you in our HMarch 26, 1982, report. Subsequent to review of

that report by your Environmental Section, an informal meeting between
wenbers of our respective staffc was held, and several possible dis-
crepancics in the information provided in our HEP report were called to
our attention. in addition, another alternative has been more seriously
considered by vour staff. By virtue of this letter officially addressing
2ach apparent disciepancy and the additional alternative, we are supplement-
ng our March 26, 1982, report and request that you make the appropriate
aduitions and deletions thereto.

Poosible discrepancies in gur report include:
1) the assignment of @ habitat unit value {HUV) of "0" to levees;

2) the projected decrease in the HUV of forested habitat from
22 1 to 10.7 within 5 years after completion of the first
1ift,

3) the b, a<wanption that the HUV for edch habitat type will
remdin tne o sane throughout the project life, despite the
above-cited decrease in the HUV of forested habitat: and

4) the abi ity to dmplement and totally mitigate for al) project
damages by preventing development and manaqging water levels in
Lhe warsboimmediately west of the Lection [ osouth levee segment
ot the tentatively selected plan {(150).
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In our original report, levee habitat was given an HUV of "0"; whereas,
pasture was given an HUV of 7.5. Your staff has pointed out that levee
and pasture would likely have the same HUV. We agree with this rationale
and have raised the HUV of levee habitat to 7.5. The 1,247 acres of
levee created by implementation of the TSP will, therefore, contribute

an additional 8,927 habitat units (HU's) annually under future with-
project (FWP) conditions. With this contribution, the net annualized
loss of HU's will be reduced from 89,413 to 80,486 when future without-
project (FWOP) conditions are compared to FWP conditions for the TSP
alignment,

We have reviewed the rationale used by the HEP team to project a decrease
in the HUV of forested habitat that is enclosed by the levees from 32.1

to 10.7 within 5 years after completion of the first levee 1ift. The
forested habitat in the project area is currently of Tow value to wildlife
species. Dominant vegetation includes live oak, bald cypress, sweetgum,
red maple, sugarberry, and palmetto. The wildlife value of the forested
areas is limite ! by the low value of the dominant vegetation and further
reduced by cattle that currently graze most of the forested area and
compete with forest-dwelling species for food. The principal use of

this area is by individuals seeking escape, resting, and nesting cover;
however, those individuals use the adjacent marshes as their primary
feeding area. During the field portion of the HEP analysis, the interagency
team discussed the value of the forested habitat and based its rating of
32.1 on the fact that, in general, there was moderate to high guality
marsh adjacent to the forested areas. Jnder FWP conditions, it was
assumed that both the forested habitat and adjacent marshes would be
drained and grazed within 5 years after completion of first levee 1ift.
Therefore, as adjacent marshes are converted to pasture, a significant
decrease in the value of forested habitats could be anticipated under

FWP conditions. In a telephone conversation on February 25, 1982, the

HEP team agreed that a HUV of 10.7 for forested habitat under FWP conditions
would be acceptable. Thus, the Service maintains its position regarding
the decreased HUV of forested habitat in the project area from 32.1 to
10.7 under fWP conditions.

Obviously, the statement in the first paragraph of the "RESULTS" sectiun
ot our March 26 veport in which we stated, "It was decided that the HUV
for each habitat type would remain the same throughout the project
life,” is not correct. This should be changed to read: "It was decided
that the iUV of all habitat types, except forested habitat, will renain
the same throughout the project life. TForested habitat, as previously

. discussed, will decrease from 32.1 to 10.7 within 5 years after com-
f"-“ pletion of the first levee 1ift under FwWpP conditions."
l .
i A potential alternative to mitigate for project damaqes to productive

wetlands was briefly discussed in our HEP report. This alternative
involved the purchase of easements and installation of structures to
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Table 1. A comparison of expected acreage losses, by habitat type, associated
with completion of the tentatively selected plan (TSP) and Plan 5 for
the Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection Project.

Acres to be impacted 1/

Habitat Type TSP Plan 5 Difference
Fresh/intermediate

marsh 360/723 265/137 -95/-586
Brackish/saline

marsh 282/554 282/554 0/0
Open water 351/1124 358/773 +7/-351
Forested 254/744 307/358 +53/-386
Total 1247/3145 1212/1822 -35/-1323

1/ Area impacted by the project is listed as acres lost to levee construction/
acres enclosed by levee and based on 1975 adjusted acreages.
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TSP but not affected by Plan 5 was included in the analysis, but no
impacts to that area were attributed to this plan. That area has,
however, been undergoing habitat changes due primarily to subsidence,
and, as water in the neighboring marshes and water bodies becomes more
saline, saltwater intrusion is also expected to play an important role
in future habitat changes. Therefore, habitat acreages were adjusted
accordingly. A comparison of annualized habitat acreages under FWOP and
FWP conditions is presented in Table 2.

For determining impacts associated with Plan 5, the habitat acreages
presented in Table 2 were multiplied by the appropriate HUV for each of
the target years for both FWOP and FWP conditions (Table 3). The com-
parison of these two future conditions illustrates the total net
annualized loss of 56,326 HU's associated with implementation of this
plan. Using the same comparison to measure impacts associated with the
TSP, it wa< determined that there would be a net annualized loss of
80,486 HU's.

Completion of the hurricane protection project using the Plan 5 levee
alignment as opposed to the TSP alignment would reduce project impacts

by over 24,000 HU's annually. Further comparison of the two plans
indicates that implementation of Plan 5 would reduce the loss of valuable
fish and wildlife habitat (i.e. fresh/intermediate marsh, brackish/saline
marsh, open water, and forested habitats) by about 700 acres annually.

Based on these comparisons, the Service urges the Corps to adopt Plan 5
as the selected plan and to incorporate other recommendations, which
were suggested in previous reports, into the selected plan in an effort
to further reduce project impacts. Although the Service would favor the
adoption of Plan 5 as the selected plan, we consider the loss of over
56,300 HU's to be significant and request that full mitigation for these
losses be provided, should this plan be selected.

As stated previously, FWS personnel are presently working closely with
Corps personnel in the development of an acceptable mitigation plan that
will compensate for the HU's lost due to construction of the hurricane
protection levee, regardless of the plan selected. Should you have any
questions regarding this supplemental report, please contact Robert
Strader of this office.

Sincerely,

. , /’ .
Jé?%ti[flla{nfiﬁlkf>l
David W. Fruge
Acting Field Supervisor

cc: EPA, Dallas, Texas
NMFS, Galveston, Texas
La. Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries, Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Area Office, FWS, Jackson, Mississippi
Regional Office, FWS, Atlanta, Georgia
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February 24, 1932
fl:t
\'P\
- District Engineer
e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
o P.0. Box 60267
New Orlcans, Louisiana 70160
Y
N Dear Sir:
i;; Reference 1s made to the Larose to Golden Meddow, Loufsiana, Hurricane
e Protection Project. The Fish and Wildlife Service 1s assisting your
~ staff in the development of a mitigatfon plan and supplement:l en-
NN virommental impact statement (EIS) for that project. As part of
AR this cooperative effort, your Recreation Planning Section has requested
- that we develop estimates of sport hunting potentfal (man-days) for
e the various habitat types within the study area. This letter, which
. 1s provided on a planning aid basis, provides the requested cstimates
e of sport hunting potential and a synopsfs of the methodology used in
DA the development of those values.
:;. Potential sport hunting (man-day) values per acre of habitat were
oo computed using the following equatfons:
onel Population Maximum sustain- Harvestable
5 density X able annual = populatfon
j;? (animals/acre) harvest rate (animals/acre)
s Harvestable X  Hunter success Potential number of
. population rate (man-days = man-days of sport hunting
- effort/animal per acre annually
o _ harvested)
{:: The species and man-day values used for this project are presented, by
Asa habitat type, in Table 1. A discussion of data used in obtaining these
r values follows that table.
N |
LN
LU
i
Y
4
oF
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Table 1. Pctential sport hunting (man-day) value per acrc for selected

game species and habitats within the study area.

Fresh/inter- Brackish/ Bottom- ¥ooded Pasture
Species mediate saline land swamp
__marsh _ marsh hardwoods e

Deer 0.250 Nert, 0.130 0.13n Mor,
Rabbit 0.176 J. 141 0.176 N7¢ 0176
Squirrel N/A N/A 0.161 0.1 MR
Waterfowl 0.488 0. 357 0.016 N.053 Mea,
liarsh birds 0.254 0.261 MNeq. Nea. Mea,

Deer liunting - The value used for deer population density in fresh/intermediate
marsh was 1 deer per 35-acres. This value was taken from Gosselirnk et al. (1979)
and Joanen et al. (1981). The deer population density used for poor quality
bottomland hardwoods (BLH), such as those found in the project areca, and wooded
swamp(HS) was ] deer per 60-acres (U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Mew Orleans
District (1977 and the 1975 wildlife surveys for Lafourche Parish conducted

by the Louisiana Department of Wild1ife and Fisheries [LONF ). The commonly
accepted, maximum sustainable annual harvest rate is 33 percent. The hunter
success rate (i.e., average number of days of hurting to ki1l 1 deer) used in
this analysis was 26.5 for fresh/intermediate marsh and 23.7 for FLH and VS
habftats. These values were taken from the LDWF 1980-81 deer kill survey.

Deer populations in brackish/saline marsh cnd pasture are negligitle.

Rabbit Hunting - Populatfon density values for rabbits were 1 rabbit per 2-
acres in fresh/intermediate marsh, PLH, WS, and pasture habitats, and 1
rabbit per 2.5-acres in brackish/saline marsh. These values were attained
from the 1975 LDWF Lafourche Parish wildlife population survey. A sustained
annual harvest ratec of 60 percent is commonly accepted by wildlife biologists
and was used for these estimates. A hunter success rate of 0.586, derived
from the LDWF 1977-7€ small game survey, was used for all hahftat types.

Squirrel Hunting - Man-day use figures for squirrels were only determined

for BLH and WS Habitats. A population density of 1 squirrel per 2-acres was
used for both habi*at types. This figure, which is a low estimate of potential
squirrel populations, is thought to be realistic for the poor cuality habitat
that presently exists in the project area. A commonly accepted, sustained
annual harvest rate of GO percent was used. A hunter success rate of 0.537
was taken from the LDWF 1977-78 small game survey and used for the project
area.
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vaterfowl Hunting - Mar-day volues for migratory waterfov! hunting in fre-o
and liternediate warsh hebitat were based on recoirds for iblic waterfowl
hunting on lLacassinc and Sabine Hational Wildlife Refuces durina the 1976-79
hunting season. Values of 0.454 man-days per acre for fiosh marsh and 0,57
nan-d.ys per ac.ce for intermediate marsh viere averaged Lo cstallish the

0. 408 man-day per acre value used for fresh/intermedizte i arsh.  The mun-day
value for brackish/saline marsh was taken from the U.5. Fish and Y{1dYife
Service Table A-3 (1980). Fur ELH, a population density cf 1 duck per
10aacres, & sustained annual harvest rate of 40 percent, ond a hunter
success rate of 0.4 were used. These fiaures were taken ‘rom L.S. Tish

and Wildlife Service (1930) and Kepnedy {1977).

Marsh Bird tuniing - This included other game Lirds, fncli:ding ccots. rails,
and snipe, that are commonly found 1n the marsh. Man-day values for these
specics for ail marsh habitat were talen from Table 27 of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engincers (1G674). These values were aveoraged to obtafn the man-gay
values for fresh/inLeri:ediate rarsh and brackish/saline rarsh tahitat tvroes.
Populations, and thierefore, man-dav us»ce of these suecic in LLH, WS, and
pasture is neqlinible.

If you have any questicns rccarding the above zstimates a-.d/or rativaale,
please contact Robert “trader vith this office. :

Sincepel .. //?
- 7
EMXZ%{@& —

David . Sc.lray
rctine Tield Suvecvisor
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July 1, 1981

IN REPLY RFFER TC:
Log no. 4-3-81-147
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Mr. James F. Roy

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers
LMNPD-PE

P.0. Box 60Z€7

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

; Dear Mr. Roy:

This refers to your letter of June 9, 1981, in which you requested
endangered species information for the area of the Larose to Golden
Meadow Hurricane Protection Project located in Lafourche Parish,
Louisiana.

Qur cata indicate that there Are no endanqered, threatered. or pro-
posed species likely to reside in the project area, and therc is

no desicnates Critical Habitat in the vicirity of this project.
Thercfore, no further encangered species coordinatior will he re-
aquire” for thic oroiect, as described., If you anticipate eny
charars in rreject Tocation or activities, however, pleasc cor-
tact our office for further coordination.

If you have anv aues' ions corcernine this nroject, please contact
Frceo Laclev of our staff, telephone number €01/960-4912 or FTS
48n-8C1.,

We aprreciate your participation in the effort to ensure the sur-
vival of endangered species.

Sincerely,

i T e f :
CtAag oo N A R
Frrv b Erlmae
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS

b, BOX 802067
LC:' ,’.,le O(ﬂ:!l:‘e (L‘OUI!IAN-A WY!W
T
File Na
LMNPD-RE ye—_ 9 June 1981
§ Lead
YFindings
Mr. Gary Hickman JMH ——
Area Manager - )
US Department of IjTeries 1} S
Fish and Wildlife T

200 East Pascagoula St., Suite 300 . ) 1981
Jackson, MS 39201 gr JUN 1 J

G5, Fesh 0 Vi Dl vIE

Jeckmon Aree Offieo

Dear Mr. Hickman:

In compliance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act
Amendments of 1978, we are requesting information concerning the
threatened and/or endangered species associated with the project,
Larosc to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, Hurricane Protection, located
in Lafourche Parish in southeast Louisiana (Inclosure 1).

Plans for the project include the constructic: of a floodgate on
Bayou Lafourche south of Golden Meadow, construction of the portions
of the levee remaining to be built on the west and east side of the
bayou, and proposed construction along alinements around Clovelly
Farms and the Louisiana Lands and Exploration area (shown in bhlue,
Inclosure 2}.

The project areca is primarily drained wetlands surrounded by inter-
mediate and brackish marsh, cypress-tupelogum swamp, and some
natural ridge forest.

Please provide us with a list of endangered and threatened species
and species proposed for listing which may occur in the project

area.
Sincerely,
2 Inclosures AMLS FLohon
As stated Chiol, Plannin, Division
<.
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